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PREFACE. 


I N the Preface to Volume IV the Editors referred to the loss which 
the enterprise had sustained by the death of Sir Edwin Pears before 
he saw his chapter in type, and of M. Ferdinand Chalandon when he 
had only seen the first proofs of his chapters, although in this case they 
were able to obtain a second revision by Madame Chalandon of her 
husband’s proofs. They are also indebted to her for a similar revision 
in the present volume. But another misfortune has befallen Volume V, 
for Count Ugo Balzani died before he could revise his chapters, and this 
duty has been discharged by the Editors themselves. They were obliged 
to abbreviate them to a certain extent, but except in one instance, duly 
indicated in a foot-note, they made no real change in the author’s state- 
ment of his conclusions. 

They wish to express their gratitude to Mrs Stenton for under- 
taking the chapter on Henry II of England at short notice, and for the 
promptitude with which she completed the work; to Mr C. J. B. Gaskoin 
of Jesus College for preparing the maps;- and to Mr C. C. Scott, Sub- 
Librarian of St John’s College, for indispensable assistance in preparing 
the bibliographies for the press. The index has been compiled by 
Mr E. II. F. Mills of St John’s College, the Librarian of the University 
of Birmingham. 

For the Corrigenda to Volume IV, the Editors are mainly indebted 
to the kindness of Mr E. W. Brooks. 


Since this Preface was in type, the Cambridge History School has 
suffered a grievous loss by the death of Mr W. J. Corbett of King’s 
College, whose original researches in English history have already lent 
distinction to Volumes II and III, and whose last work appears in the 
present volume. Even if his researches on Domesday should never now 
be published, his main conclusions will be found in the Cam 
Medieval History. 

J. E. T. 

C. W. P.-O. 

Z. N. B. 


January, 1926. 




INTRODUCTION. 


The century and a half, roughly from 1050 to 1200, with which this 
volume is concerned, follows on a period when the disorganisation and 
anarchy of the ninth century had barely been made good. Order had 
been to some extent restored; the desire for order and for peace was at 
any rate widespread. The opportunity for fruitful development, both in 
the sphere of ecclesiastical and of secular government, and also in those 
pursuits which especially needed peace for their prosecution, such as 
culture and commerce, had now arrived. We have to deal, then, with a 
period, on the one hand, of new movements and new ideas — the appearance 
of new monastic orders, a renaissance of thought and learning, the rise of 
towns and the expansion of commerce; on the other, of consolidation and 
centralisation — the organisation of the monarchical government of the 
Church, the development of monarchical institutions in the various 
countries of Europe, and, to give direction and solidity to the whole, the 
revived study of Civil and Canon Law. Finally, and most novel of all, 
we see Europe at once divided by the great conflict of Empire and Papacy 
and united by the Crusades in the holy war against the infidel. The 
former as well as the latter implies a conception of the unity of Western 
Christendom, a unity which found expression in the universal Church. 
For the Church alone was universal, European, international; and, as its 
institutions begin to take more definite form, the more deeply is this 
character impressed upon them. 

The volume opens with a chapter on the Reform of the Church, 
which was not merely a prelude to, but also a principal cause of, the 
striking events that followed; for in the pursuit of the work of reform 
the Papacy both developed its own organisation and was brought into 
conflict with the secular power. In the first half of the eleventh century, 
it had been entirely dominated by the secular interests of the local nobles. 
It had been rescued by the Emperor Henry III, and Pope Leo IX had 
immediately taken his natural place as leader of the reform movement. 
When he undertook personally, in France, Germany, and Italy, the 
promulgation and enforcement of the principles of reform, he made the 
universality of papal power a reality; the bishops might mutter, but the 
people adored. The Papacy was content to take a subordinate place 
while Henry III was alive; Henry IV’s minority worked a complete 
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change. The first great step was the Papal Election Decree of Nicholas 
II, and, though the attempt of the Roman nobles to recover their influence 
was perhaps the immediate cause, the Papacy took the opportunity to 
shake off imperial control as well. An opening for interference still 
remained in the case of a disputed election, as was clearly shewn in the 
contest of Innocent II and Anastasius II, and especially in that of 
Alexander III and Victor IV. This gap was closed by the Third Lateral! 
Council in 1179, which decreed that whoever obtained the votes of two- 
thirds of the cardinals should be declared Pope. 

The Papal Election Decree had a further result. By giving to the 
cardinals the decision at an election, and reducing other interests to a 
merely nominal right of assent, it raised the College of Cardinals to a 
position of the highest importance. There were normally at this time 
7 (later 6) cardinal-bishops, 28 cardinal-priests, and 18 cardinal-deacons, 
and, unless they were employed on papal business, their functions were 
confined to Rome. Leo IX had surrounded himself with cardinals who 
were reformers like himself; they composed the chief element in the Pope’s 
Council, or, as it came to be called, the Curia. But he could not find 
them in Rome, and had to recruit them from the chief reforming centres, 
especially north of the Alps. As they were, and continued to be, drawn from 
different countries, so in them was displayed the international character 
of the Roman Church; and from their number, in almost every case, was 
the Pope elected. A further development came when Alexander III 
instituted the practice of including bishops from different parts of 
Europe among the cardinals; for the regular duties and residence of such 
cardinals were no longer in Rome itself. 

The freedom of episcopal elections in general was in the forefront of 
the reform programme. The papal policy was to restore canonical 
election “by clergy and people,” a vague phrase which received its 
definition at Rome in the Election Decree. During the twelfth century 
a similar definition was arrived at for other sees. The cathedral chapter, 
helped by its corporate unity, and especially by the fact that it constituted 
the permanent portion of the bishop’s concilium and that its consent was 
necessary in any disposition of the property of the see, established itself 
as the electoral body. To the clergy of the diocese and the lay vassals of 
the see was left, as at Rome, only the right of assent and acclamation. 
The chapter thus became the local counterpart of the College of Cardinals. 
The Papacy was principally concerned with the freedom of elections, and 
did not yet claim the right of appointment for itself, except in cases of 
dispute. The Third Lateran Council, which gave the decision at a papal 
election to a majority vote, expressly decreed that elsewhere the old rule 
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of the “maior et sanior pars” was to hold good; for, with the exception 
of Rome, there was a higher authority which could decide in cases of 
dispute. 

Leo IX had initiated the campaign of reform at Councils in France and 
Germany. The Councils over which the Popes presided passed decrees' 
which were to be universally binding. Usually they were held in Rome, 
and regularly in Lent by Gregory VII. In them, besides the Curia, any 
leading ecclesiastic who happened to be at the papal court, whether on a 
visit or in obedience to a personal summons, took part, just as the nobles 
did in a king’s Council. A further development occurred in the twelfth 
century. Hitherto all the Councils recognised by the Western Church as 
Ecumenical had taken place in the East. The schism of 1054 had cut off 
the Greek Church from communion with Rome, and in the twelfth 
century three Councils were held, each of them at Rome in the Lateran 
basilica, which, owing to the importance of their business and the general 
rather than particular summonses which were issued, were included later 
among the Ecumenical Councils. The First Lateran Council in 1128 
ratified the Concordat of Worms, the Second in 1139 solemnised the end 
of a schism, and the Third in 1179 the end of another and a greater one. 

The next step was the local enforcement of the papal decrees. The 
Church had its local officials- — archbishops, bishops etc. — and they were 
expected both to promulgate the decrees at local synods and to enforce 
their execution. It soon became clear that the bishops regarded them- 
selves as anything but the docile officials of the central government, and 
the Papacy had to establish its authority and to work out a coordinated 
system of government by which its policy could be carried into effect. 
First of all, for the Pope could no longer do everything in person like 
Leo IX, legates were sent to act in his name, travelling about, like the 
Carolingian missi, with overriding authority, to investigate the local 
churches and put into force the papal decrees. The appointment of legates 
for this general work tends more and more to take a permanent form, and 
soon the post of permanent legate — a position of high honour and at the 
same time of personal responsibility to the Pope — becomes the prerogative 
of the leading ecclesiastics in each country. But the Pope still continued 
to send legates from Rome, both as ambassadors to temporal sovereigns 
and as functionaries with special commissions; these legates a latere as 
direct papal agents again had overriding powers. It was not sufficient, 
however, for the Pope to control the local officials through his repre- 
sentatives. He insisted on their personal contact with himself. Visits 
ad limina were first of all encouraged and then directly ordered, and 
archbishops were expected to receive the paMumirom the Pope in person. 
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It is impossible to say how far at any time this development of papal 
authority was deliberate, and how far it arose out of the practical 
exigencies of the moment. It became conscious at any rate with Gregory 
VII, though even with him the moving cause at first was to enforce the 
principles of reform. Opposition, whether from the local officials or from 
the lay power, led to a definition of the bases on which this authority 
rested and the sphere within which it could be exercised. The decretals, 
especially the Forged Decretals, provided a solid foundation, and to 
build upon this came opportunely the revived study of the Canon Law. 
It is not a question of a finished legal system, but of a continuous process 
of construction, in which the legal training of Popes like Urban II and 
Alexander III was of great value. Collections of decretals and opinions, 
of which Gratian’s was the most complete, were continually being added 
to by the decrees of Roman Councils and the decisions of Popes given in 
their letters. This led to uniformity in ritual also, to the victory of the 
Roman use over local customs ; for here again it was the Roman that 
was to be universal. 

In the papal government, even on its ecclesiastical side, there is a 
general resemblance to the secular governments of the day. Like a lay 
monarch, the Pope was concerned with the organisation of central and 
local government, with the formation of a legal system, and with the 
recognition of his overriding jurisdiction. When we come to the secular 
side of papal government, the resemblance is still more close. Both as 
landlord and overlord the Pope acted as any secular ruler, though payments 
in money and kind are the usual services rendered to him, rather than 
military service; for this he was really dependent on external assistance. 
The problem of finance faced him, as it faced every secular ruler. The 
work of government, both ecclesiastical and secular, involved the expenses 
of government, and, though in ordinary times the revenue from the Papal 
States might be sufficient, a period of conflict, by increasing expenditure 
or by preventing the Pope from obtaining his ordinary revenues, would 
create serious financial difficulties. This was especially the case with 
Urban II, and still more with Alexander III, in the crisis of the conflict 
with the Empire; and, in the interval of peace, the Pope was seriously 
embarrassed by the sustained effort of the Roman people to obtain self- 
government. 

We have a detailed account of various sources of papal revenue at the 
end of our period in the Liber Censuum drawn up under the direction of 
the camerarius Cencius, afterwards Pope Honorius III, in the year I19&. 
Besides the revenue from the papal domain proper, a census was 
received: (1) from monasteries who had placed themselves under the papal 
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“protection,” and who in the course of the twelfth century gained 
exemption from the spiritual as well as the temporal control of their 
diocesans ; (2) from some lay rulers and nobles, who put themselves under 
papal 44 protection” or, like the kings of Aragon and the Norman rulers 
of South Italy and Sicily, recognised papal overlordship; (3) in the form 
of Peter’s Pence, from England since Anglo-Saxon times, and, in the 
twelfth century, from Norway, Sweden, and some other countries as well. 
But the census provided only a relatively small revenue, and this was 
difficult to collect ; there were frequent complaints of arrears of payment, 
especially with regard to Peter’s Pence. On the other hand, the papal ex- 
penditure was often heavy. Alexander III had frequently to have recourse 
to borrowing; and his complaints about some of his creditors seem to have 
an echo in the decree against usury at the Third Lateran Council. In its 
difficulties the Papacy had to depend upon the voluntary offerings of the 
faithful, especially from France, on subsidies from the Normans, or on 
the support of a wealthy Roman family ; thus the Pierleoni constantly 
supplied the Popes with money, until one member of the family, 
Anacletus II, was defeated in his attempt to ascend the papal throne. 
We are still in the early days of papal financial history. Not yet were 
the visitation offerings from bishops made compulsory, and the servitia 
taxes and annates had not yet been introduced. Nor did the Popes claim 
the right to tax the clergy, though perhaps the first step to this was taken 
in the second half of the twelfth century, when prohibitions were issued 
against the taxation of the clergy by lay rulers without papal consent. 
At any rate the desire to finance the Crusades soon led them to assert the 
right. 

As the Reform Movement had led directly to the creation of a 
centralised government of the Church, so too it led, almost inevitably, to 
the contest for supremacy between the Papacy and its counterpart on the 
secular side, the Empire. Those ecclesiastics whom the Pope expected to 
be his obedient officials in the local government of the Church were 
already the obedient officials of the Empire both in its central and its 
local government. The Pope was on strong ground in insisting that the 
spiritual duties of the bishop were his primary consideration. But the 
Emperor was on strong ground too. The ecclesiastical nobles were an 
essential part of the economic framework and the political machinery of 
the Empire, and to justify his authority over them the Emperor could 
point to an almost unbroken tradition. The relative importance of 
spiritual and temporal considerations in the medieval mind gave an 
initial advantage to the Pope, and in the end the victory. On the other 
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hand, the Emperor could appeal not only to the iron law of necessity, but 
to the medieval reverence for custom and precedent. Henry IV, moreover, 
could not forget that the Papacy had itself been subject to his father, and 
it was his object to recover what he considered to be his lawful authority. 
With this aim he deliberately provoked the contest. The details of the 
struggle are described in several chapters in this volume, and need only 
be briefly alluded to here. Henry’s challenge was taken up by his greater 
opponent, Pope Gregory VII, who in his turn claimed the supreme power 
for the Papacy; there could be no real peace until the question of 
supremacy was settled. Though on this issue the first contest was 
indecisive, the Papacy registered a striking advance. The Concordat of 
Worms marked a definite limitation of imperial authority over the 
ecclesiastical nobility, and it was followed by the reigns of Lothar III and 
Conrad III, when the German ruler was too complaisant or too weak to 
press his claims. The Pope was emboldened to take the offensive, and 
Hadrian IV threw down the challenge that was taken up by Frederick 
Barbarossa. The positions were reversed, but again the challenger found 
himself faced by a greater opponent, who again defended himself by 
asserting his own supremacy. Once more the result was indecisive. 
The Pope had a single cause to maintain, the Emperor a dual one. 
Henry IV was defeated by revolt in Germany, Frederick Barbarossa by 
revolt in Italy, and both alike had been forced to recognise the 
impossibility of maintaining a subservient anti-Pope. But the greatness 
of Frederick was never so conspicuous as in his recovery after defeat, and 
his son Henry VI seemed to be on the point of making the Empire once 
more supreme when death intervened to ruin the imperial cause. Herein 
was revealed the second great asset of the Papacy. Built on the rock of 
spiritual power, the weakness or death of its head was of little permanent 
moment. The Empire, however, depended on the personality of each of 
its rulers, and the transference of authority on the deaths of Henry III 
and Henry VI was on each occasion disastrous. During the minority of 
Henry IV, the Papacy had built up its power; in the minority of 
Frederick II, Innocent III was Pope, 

In this struggle of Empire and Papacy no insignificant part was played 
by the Norman rulers of South Italy and Sicily, whose history falls 
exactly within the compass of this volume. Frequently did they come to 
the help of the Papacy in its extremity, and skilfully did they make use 
of papal exigencies to improve their own position. Only once did the 
Pope whom they supported fail to maintain himself; and the victory of 
Innocent II over Anastasius II, chosen by a majority of the cardinals and 
backed by Norman arms, was in many respects unique. Then, and then 
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only, did Pope and Emperor combine against the Normans, but there was 
no stability in an alliance so unusual. In the Sicilian kingdom were 
displayed the peculiar characteristics of the Norman race — its military 
prowess and ferocity, its genius for administration, its adaptability and 
eclecticism. They brought from Normandy the feudal customs they had 
there acquired, but they maintained and converted to their use the 
officials and institutions, the arts and sciences, of the races they conquered — 
Italian, Greek, and Arab — each of which was tolerated in the use of its 
own language, religion, and customs. The court of Roger II at Palermo 
presented an appearance unlike anything else in the West; and the 
essential product of this extraordinary environment was “the wonder of 
the world, ” Frederick II. The Normans pieced together a most remarkable 
mosaic, but they never made a nation of their subjects; the elements were 
too discordant, and they themselves too few. They remained a ruling 
caste, and then, as the royal house, once so prolific, gradually became 
sterile, Frederick Barbarossa seized the opportunity to marry his son 
Henry VI to the heiress Constance and to unite the crowns of Germany 
and Sicily. But, though the Norman rulers had disappeared, their deeds 
survived; for their own purposes they had recognised papal overlordship 
and received from the Pope their titles as dukes and kings. By so doing 
they added materially to the temporal authority of the Papacy, and 
created the situation which made so bitter the conflict of Empire and 
Papacy in the thirteenth century. 

As the Normans exercised an important influence on the great 
struggle which divided the unity of Europe, so did they also have a de- 
cisive effect upon the other great struggle, in which Europe was united 
against the infidel. The story of the Crusades is described in this volume 
from the Western point of view, and it has already been told from the 
Eastern standpoint in Volume IV. Its importance in world-history, and 
also in the more limited field of European history, need not be stressed 
here ; but it is worth while to characterise the different interests involved, 
and to regard the Crusading movement in its proper setting, as an episode 
in the general history of the relations of East and West. It was not 
merely a Holy War between Christian and Muslim. The Seljuqs, already 
in decline and hampered by internal divisions, were concerned with the 
effort to maintain what they had won. The Eastern Empire was con- 
cerned firstly with the defence of its existence, secondly with the recovery 
of Asia Minor. The Latins, to whom they appealed for help, were inte- 
rested rather in Syria and Palestine, to which they were equally attracted 
by religious enthusiasm and by the prospects of territory or trade. Europe 
also had its own injuries to avenge. It too had suffered from Saracen 
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invaders, against whom it was now beginning to react — in the advance of 
the Christian kingdoms in Spain, in the Norman conquest of Sicily, in 
the capture of Mahdlyah by Genoa and Pisa in 1087. The Crusades were, 
in one aspect, an extension Eastwards of this reaction, a change 
from the defensive to the offensive. Against a common foe Eastern and 
Western Christians had a common cause, but the concord went no further. 
In the first place, seventeen years before the fatal battle of Manzikert, 
which had caused the Eastern Empire to turn to the West for aid, the 
great Schism between the Eastern and Western Churches had already 
occurred. One of the results hoped for from the First Crusade was the 
healing of that schism, and to the Western mind the obstinate perversity 
of the Greek Church made it as dangerous an enemy of the faith as 
Mohammedanism itself. And, secondly, the Normans in South Italy had 
conquered Greeks as well as Saracens, and their first advance eastwards 
was against Greeks not against Saracens. Robert Guiscard by his attack 
on the Eastern Empire in 1081 began the policy, which was continued 
by his successors and was" adopted by the Emperor Henry VI as part of 
his Norman inheritance. In other quarters, too, the experiences of the 
first two Crusades created a body of opinion in favour of the conquest of 
the Eastern Empire as a necessary part of the whole movement; this 
opinion gathered strength when the Eastern Emperor came to terms with 
Saladin to oppose the Western advance which was now a menace to both. 
Finally, Venice was alienated by the ambition of Manuel Comnenus and 
the folly of Andronicus, and from being the chief obstacle to the Norman 
policy became its chief supporter. It was now the aim of the Crusaders 
to conquer the whole of the Near East, Christian and Muslim alike, and 
their first objective was Constantinople. 

In the internal history of Europe this volume deals, outside Italy, 
with the three leading countries of Germany, France, and England; the 
history of the outlying and more backward countries— Spain, Scandinavia, 
Poland, Bohemia, Hungary— is reserved for the next volume. In these 
three countries there was much that was similar, for the underlying ideas 
inherent in feudal society were common to them all. But similar concep- 
tions produced widely differing results. On the one hand, feudal society 
with its deep reverence for custom and tradition was much affected by 
local conditions and lapse of time. On the other hand, it was peculiarly 
sensitive to the workings of human nature, to the ambition of individuals 
who stressed the privileges and minimised the obligations arising from the 
idea of contract on which the feudal system was essentially based; it was 
poised on a delicate balance which the accident of death might immedi- 
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ately upset. In the secular governments, as in the ecclesiastical government 
of the Church, the trend is in favour of monarchy, and the rulers make, 
with varying success, a continual effort towards centralisation; but they 
were all at an initial disadvantage compared with the Pope. The success 
of the electoral principle might be fatal to monarchical authority; and 
the hereditary principle had its dangers too, in the event of a minority 
or the failure of a direct heir. The hereditary principle could not be 
applied to the Papacy, for which the electoral system worked as a means 
of continual development; for the cardinals, having no opportunity of 
obtaining an independent position apart from the Pope, had everything 
to gain as individuals and nothing to lose by electing the ablest of their 
number as Pope. 

Monarchy was in the most favourable position in England, and here 
it was therefore the most successful. William I started with the initial 
advantage that the whole land was his by conquest, and to be dealt with as 
he chose. The Normans, here as in Sicily, displayed their genius in adminis- 
tration, their adaptability and eclecticism. The political feudalism they 
brought from Normandy placed the king in England in the strong posi- 
tion that, as duke, he had held in Normandy; and he adopted what he 
found suitable to his purpose already existing — the manorial system, the 
shire and hundred courts, Danegeld. As it had been won by conquest, 
the whole land was royal domain. Wisely the king kept a large share for 
himself, though feudal dues and the precedent of general taxation made 
him less dependent on his own estates for revenue than were his French 
and German contemporaries. The lands he granted out were held 
directly from him, as fiefs on military tenure, liable to forfeiture and not 
transferable at will. No individual baron could match himself with the 
king or hope to establish an independent position. The king was not 
dependent upon the barons in the central government, nor were they, 
as on the Continent, all-powerful in locaT government. They were not 
officials but tenants-in-chief, and the strength of the Crown in local affairs 
is clearly displayed in that the king not only appointed and dismissed 
the sheriffs at will, but also insisted on their attendance at his Court and 
a rendering of their stewardship at his Exchequer— -just as the Pope in- 
sisted on the visits ad limina of his local officials, the archbishops and 
bishops. So too did royal justice penetrate through the country, with 
the system of inquests, writs, and itinerant judges; the local courts were 
maintained under royal control, and it was the baronial jurisdiction that 
suffered. Not that it was directly attacked; the kings were careful not 
to transgress the letter of the feudal contract. But they preserved their 
supremacy, and in Church as well as in State; moreover, in spite of 
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Henry I’s dispute with Anselm and Henry IPs long contest with Becket, 
they avoided any serious conflict with the Papacy. They were, from 
the English point of view, too much absorbed in their continental posses- 
sions, which involved long absences of the king and too heavy a burden on 
English resources. Yet still, at the end of our period, the monarchy is 
at the height of its power, both in England and on the Continent. A 
rapid decline set in with John, who not only lost most of his continental 
possessions but, by making the mistakes which the wisdom of his pre- 
decessors had avoided, entered into a serious conflict both with the Pope 
and with the united baronage. 

France presents a complete contrast. In the eleventh century the 
French monarchy was almost helpless. The great nobles had become 
practically independent, and, unlike the nobles in Germany, had ceased 
to be even in theory royal officials. The king had to start de novo, and 
perhaps in the long run this was an advantage. He was not fettered by 
all those traditions of the past which hampered royal initiative in Ger- 
many, and the strongest of the fetters had rusted from disuse. The 
Capetians had enjoyed the supreme fortune of an uninterrupted succession ; 
the custom of two centuries hardened into a right; and the electoral 
privileges of the nobles gave way to the hereditary right of the eldest 
son. In this volume we deal only with the reigns of Louis VI and VII, 
during which the monarchy recovered from the weakness of the eleventh 
century and prepared the way for the great period which begins with 
Philip Augustus. The king had two assets: a domain, which though 
small was compact, and the potentialities inherent in the kingly office. 
Louis VI, by his wisdom in concentrating almost entirely oil the former, 
was able eventually to make use of the latter. After a long series of petty 
wars, he overcame the brigand-nobles of the domain, and so established 
peace and order within it, made the roads safe for merchants and travellers, 
and made royal justice attractive. He had his reward in the appeals for 
his intervention that came from other quarters. So sure was his building 
that even Louis VII managed to add a few bricks to the edifice. The 
great vassals absorbed in their own domains ignored the central govern- 
ment, and the king, much to his advantage, was able to create a body of 
officials directly dependent upon himself. In local government he was 
confined almost entirely to the royal domain, but soon, by escheat and 
conquest, this was to become the larger part of France; the king reaped 
the advantage from the over-aggrandisement of his greatest vassal. 
Finally, one source of strength had grown out of past weakness. The 
Papacy in the eleventh century had succeeded in carrying out its reform 
policy more completely in France than elsewhere, because of the weakness 
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of royal opposition. On France, therefore, it could rely for welcome and 
a refuge, whatever the king’s attitude, and frequently the Popes availed 
themselves of this. The result was that they came to depend, Alexander 
III in particular, on French support; this, as the king became powerful, 
meant the support of the French king, who soon attained a unique posi- 
tion among lay rulers in his relations with the Papacy. 

In Germany the situation is much harder to assess; monarchy was 
firmly established, with a long tradition of power, but the king was handi- 
capped by tradition as well, and still more by his imperial position. 
His Italian kingdom prevented him from concentrating upon Germany, 
while the long struggle with the Papacy gave the opportunity for the 
anti-monarchical forces in both countries to defeat his aims at centralisa- 
tion. Another weakness was the lack of continuity. More than once 
already the king had left no son to succeed him, and twice again this 
happened within our period. So the hereditary principle was never estab- 
lished, and the grip of the electors tightened with each vacancy. The 
royal resources were distinctly inferior to those of the English kings, for 
a large part of the land was not held directly from the king and he had 
no power of instituting general taxation. The royal domain, in which in 
a sense must be included the ecclesiastical territories held from the king, 
was widely scattered, and the king was unable to concentrate on one area, 
as Louis VI did in France. Henry IV attempted this in Saxony, and was 
defeated by the Saxon revolt; Henry V’s attempt in the Rhine district 
was cut short by his death; Lothar HI started with an extensive Saxon 
domain, but again a change of dynasty upset his plans; Frederick Bar- 
barossa, who added his Swabian domain to the Salian inheritance, was 
the most favourably placed of all, and he was the most powerful. He it 
was too who solved the problem of the duchies. 

The German kings, while very powerful compared with their French 
contemporaries, were still hampered by the conditions to which the 
weakness of the ninth century had given rise, and from which they had 
never been able to shake themselves free. Germany had been saved from 
the fate of France in the ninth century by the tribal feeling, which 
prevented her from breaking up into small units. But the very cohesion 
of the tribal duchies was a handicap to the central authority. In the first 
place, tribal institutions and tribal customs were too strong to be over- 
ridden, and tended to make of Germany a federation rather than a nation ; 
and, secondly, the dukes, as leaders of the tribes, were a constant embar- 
rassment to the king. Various expedients had been adopted, from Otto I 
onwards, to control them, but once again in the twelfth century they had 
risen, in Swabia, Bavaria, and Saxony, to a position little inferior to that 
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of their predecessors in the ninth century. The fall of Henry the Lion 
at last gave Frederick Barbarossa the opportunity, by partitioning the 
duchies, to destroy the old tribal units. The smaller units he could more 
easily control, but he did nothing to replace the tribal bond by a national 
bond, and so Germany became a federation of many small states in place 
of a few large ones. 

What stood in his way particularly was the status of the German 
nobility. Dukes, margraves, and counts remained in theory what they 
had once been in fact — royal officials, entrusted with local government 
and jurisdiction. These functions they now exercised by hereditary right, 
and themselves reaped the financial advantages. So, while the nobles 
could often interfere in the central government, the king, where he was 
not present, could not control the local government. One important 
change he did make, by which a landed status tended to supersede the 
official status. The first rank of German nobles, the prindpes, had included 
all holders of official titles, lay and ecclesiastical. After 1180, only those 
who held directly from the king were ranked as “princes. 1 ’ So, while the 
bishops and the abbots of royal abbeys retained princely rank (and were 
often, in a real sense, royal officials), only some sixteen lay nobles remained 
in the highest grade. The princes of Germany had the right of choosing 
the king; this right was now confined to a much smaller number, and 
already it was recognised that with a privileged few the real decision lay. 
The elective system was becoming crystallised, and both Frederick 
Barbarossa and Henry VI vainly attempted to combat it, Frederick was 
a great ruler himself, a great respecter of law, a great guardian of order. 
But, though he was successful in preserving order in Germany, he had to 
be present himself to enforce it. The local magnates, though with a landed 
rather than an official status, continued like the princes to exercise local 
control. No attempt was made by Frederick to imitate the English kings, 
to create a bureaucracy directly responsible to himself and by a system 
of itinerant justices to enforce locally the king’s law and to make the 
king’s justice universal. He was so scrupulous in his administration of 
feudal custom that it was hardly possible that he should contemplate 
such a change. It was the nobles who instituted the process against 
Henry the Lion, and it was they, and not the king, who reaped the results 
of his fall. In fact, there was no real effort at centralisation in Germany, 
and this was fatal to German unity and so to monarchy in Germany. 

Hitherto the political side of feudalism had been displayed in arrange- 
ments or conflicts between the king on the one side and the nobles on 
the other. But now, as the more settled state of things gave opportunity 
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for the development of more peaceful pursuits, a third factor enters in 
with the rise of the towns. In this volume we are concerned with the 
political importance of these urban communities, and the economic history 
of the development and organisation of trade and industry, as well as of 
agricultural conditions, is reserved for later volumes. The king was 
naturally interested in keeping control of the towns, which provided 
useful sources of revenue: in England the leading boroughs were retained 
as royal boroughs by William I and were heavily taxed by Henry I ; in 
Germany there were many royal towns, and, as most towns were under 
a bishop, royal control was usually maintained. The towns, for their part, 
were anxious to hold directly from the king, and were willing to pay the 
price. For the king alone could legally grant the privileges they coveted, 
and a strong monarchy was the best guarantee of the peace which was 
so necessary a condition for the expansion of trade and industry. They 
were, therefore, naturally on the side of the king against the nobles, and 
often rendered him valuable support. The work of Louis VI in the royal 
domain was so much to their interest that we find the towns a constant 
ally of monarchy in France, though the kings until Philip Augustus were 
slow to recognise the advantage this gave them. In England, the support 
of London was one of Stephen’s chief assets. In Germany, the assistance 
of the Rhine towns turned the tide in favour of Henry IV when his fortunes 
were at their lowest ebb, and he never lost their support. Henry V, 
depending at first on the nobles, had to throw over the towns, but he tried 
energetically, though not altogether successfully, to regain their support 
later on. The twelfth century was the great flowering period of corporate 
town-life in Germany, aided by royal grants of self-government. 
Frederick II in the thirteenth century handed the towns over to the 
nobles; they were forced to depend upon themselves, and adopted the 
plan of leagues for mutual support and the furtherance of trade. 

In the towns of northern and central Italy, for different reasons, this 
stage had already been reached in the twelfth century ; the motives 
governing their actions, though the same as elsewhere, led to contrary 
results. The Italian towns had been accustomed to city-organisation from 
Roman times, and their geographical Situation caused an earlier develop- 
ment of trade and greater prosperity than elsewhere in Europe. Some 
of them had already acquired charters and liberties in the eleventh century, 
and they found their opportunity when they were practically left to 
themselves by Lothar III and Conrad III, During this period they 
suppressed the local feudal nobility, who made peaceful trading impossible, 
and, getting rid of their episcopal lords, established themselves as self- 
governing communities. The royal power had not assisted them, and was 
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now the only bar to complete independence. They had violated the 
sovereign rights of the Emperor, and such a breach with feudal law could 
only be made good by revolution. Frederick Barbarossa was entirely 
within his rights in enforcing at Boncaglia the recovery of the regalia , so 
important a source of revenue, which they had usurped. The towns 
justified themselves by success, and, though they consented to an outward 
recognition of imperial overlordship, the tie was too slender to affect their 
independence. But the league of Italian cities, its defensive purpose 
achieved, did not continue, as the later leagues in Germany, for the 
preservation of order and the mutual furtherance of trade. City rivalries 
and trade jealousies counterbalanced the bond of common interest, and 
the cities suffered from constant internal as well as external strife ; the 
rise of oligarchies of wealth led to class struggles, and the competition 
of different crafts to conflicts between the gilds. 

In an age when monarchical government, secular and ecclesiastical, 
was not only regarded as divinely instituted but was also the best guarantee 
of peace and order, the capacity of the ruler was of the first importance 
and attention is focussed upon individuals. The second half of the eleventh 
century is dominated by the personality of Pope Gregory VII, the second 
half of the twelfth by that of the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa. In the 
middle period it is neither lay ruler nor ecclesiastical ruler, but a Cistercian 
abbot, St Bernard, who fills the centre of the stage ; and that this could 
be so is a sign of the effect on medieval life of spiritual considerations. 
It was the admiration felt for the holiness of his life, and his reputation 
as a great and fearless preacher, that gave St Bernard his extraordinary 
influence over his generation. He figures in several chapters in this volume, 
and his life-story provides an epitome of most of the leading features 
of contemporary human endeavour. It was an age of new monastic experi- 
ments, which were of great importance in the life of the Church; for 
monastic reform had preluded, and constantly recurred to reinvigorate, 
the Reform of the Church as a whole. Not only did St Bernard’s out- 
standing personality make Cistereianism the most popular Order of the 
day; his ardent zeal put new life into the older Benedictine monasteries 
and materially assisted the beginnings of the other new Orders — 
Carthusians, Templars, Premonstratensians, Augustinian canons; par- 
ticularly did he encourage the substitution of regular for secular canons 
in cathedral chapters. The twelfth century witnessed also a new wave of 
intellectual endeavour, and St Bernard was the arbiter on some of the 
leading questions of the day, including the condemnation of Abelard and 
Arnold of Brescia in 1140, and the less successful trial of Gilbert de la 
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Porre'e in 1147. In this way he exercised an unfortunate influence; his 
rigid orthodoxy made him immediately suspicious of a critical mind, and 
was more in place in combating the heresy which was already beginning 
to spread in the south of France. 

In a larger sphere he also predominated. It was his decision in favour 
of Innocent II that settled the issue of the papal schism following the 
death of Honorius II in 1130. It was his preaching that kindled the 
Second Crusade, and his influence that caused the Kings of France and 
Germany to participate in it; its disastrous failure reacted on his 
popularity but did not deter him from attempting to assemble a new 
crusade. He not only laid down rules of life for bishops, monks, secular 
clergy, and laity, but he dispatched admonitions and censures, in the 
plainest of language, to Popes, cardinals, and kings. Most interesting of 
all is the long lecture he addressed to Eugenius III on the duties of the 
papal office — the De Consider atione. In this he develops a view of the 
extent of spiritual authority that did not fall short of the extreme concep- 
tion of Gregory VII; he speaks of the plenitudo potestatis of the Pope and 
of the two swords, material as well as spiritual, belonging to the Church. 
But, on the other hand, he was quite emphatic that this power must be 
used for spiritual purposes only, and the idea of the Pope as a ruler is 
abhorrent to him. The Pope has a ministerium not a dominatio ; the 
Roman Church is the mater not the domina of all the churches; the Pope’s 
power is “ in criminibus non in possessionibus.” He is especially vehement 
against the increasing absorption of the Pope in the pomps and secular 
cares of his office, and though his treatise does not supply a very practical 
solution of the difficulties with which the Pope was faced, it does convey 
a timely warning, and in a sense a prophecy of the fate that was soon 
to overtake the Papacy. 
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CORRIGENDA. 

Vot. III. 

p. 121, 1. 19. For Courei-sur-Dive read Courci-sur-Dives. 
p. 250, 1. 6. For St Varme’s read St Vannes. 

Index. 

p. 063, col. 2. For Courci-sur-Dive read Courci-sur-Dives. 

Vol. IV. 

p. xvi, Chap. I, I. 2. Delete late. 

p. 119, 1. 11. For Hubaira read Hubairah. 

p. 120, 11. 6-7. For still 7000 men read 7000 men to meet the advancing enemy, 
p. 120, 1. 36, p. 124, 1. 10, p. 126,11. 33, 38, p. 128, 1. 23, p. 133, 1. 5. For Semaluos 
read Semalus. 

p. 120, n. 2, For ‘Taiba’ read f Taibah.' 

p. 123, passim and p. 124, 1. 6. For Thumama read Thumamah. 

p. 123, 11. 18 aiid 16 from bottom and p. 124, 1. 7. For c Isa read f Isa. 

p. 126, 1. 9. For Vardan read Bardanes. 

p. 127, 11, 11 and 13-14. For Harthama read Harthamah. 

p. 133, 1. 4. For Bugha read Bugha. 

p. 185, 11. 3 and 8. For Balata read Balatah. 

p. 138, headline and 1. 15. For Khafaja read Khafajah. 

p, 234, 1. 5. For a thousand read eleven hundred. 

p. 316, last line. For Kerbogha read Karbogha. 

p. 359, I. 7 from bottom. For Biza r a read Buza f ah. 

p. 367, 1. 22. For abandoned the Crusade read quitted the army. 

p. 375, 1. 7 from bottom. For Bukaia read BuqaPali. 

p. 711, 1. 10 from bottom. For 911 read 912. 

p. 8 99, an. 757. For Paul IV read Paul I. 

Index. 

p. 913, col 1. Insert entry Andrasus, p. 125 n. 
p. 918, col. 1. For Balata read Balatah. 
p. 920, col. 2. Delete entry Biza‘a. 
p. 922, col. 1. For Bugha read Bugha. 

„ ,, Delete entry Bukaia. 

p. 922, col. 2. Insert entry BuqaVah, the, battle of, 375. 
p. 923, col. 1. Insert entry Buza f ah, in Syria, 359. 

p. 929, col. 1. Under cxistiny entry Constantine, the patrician, delete defeated and 
slain, 135. 

p. 929, col. 1. Insert new entry Constantine, patrician, defeated and slain in Sicily, 
134 sq. 

p. 980, col. 2. In entry Comm, for 128, ISO read 128; 130. 

p. 936, col. 1. Read Enna (Castrogiovanni), in Sicily, besieged by Saracens, 135 sq. ; 
finally captured, 46, 137 ; 138. 
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p. 940, col. 1. Read Ghamr, Arab prince, 121. 

Ghamr, Arab general, 128. 
p. 942, col. 2, For Harthama read Harthamah. 
p. 944, col. 1. For Hubaira read Hubairah. 
p. 945, col. 1. For Ibn Haukal read Ibn Hauqal. 

„ „ Under entry Ibrahim ibn al-Aghlab delete 141 ; 

„ „ Insert entry Ibrahim II, Aghlabid emir of Africa, 141. 

p. 950, col. 2. Insert entry Karbogha. (Qawwam-ad-Daulah Karbuqa), prince of 
Mosul, at Antioch, 316, 339 
p. 951, col. 1. Delete entry lverbogha. 

,, ,, For Khafaja read Khafajah. 

p. 957, col. 2. Manuel, the strategus, and Manuel, the Magister, are the same person, 
p, 958, col. 2. Under entry Maslamah delete sq. 

„ ,, Insert entry Maslamah ibn Hisham, 121. 

p. 959, col. 1. Read Melas, river in Cappadocia, Byzantine defeat on, 122. 

Melas, river in Bithynia, 131 note. 
p. 966, col. 1. Read Omar ibn Hubairah. 

p. 973, col. 2. Read Ragusa, in Sicily, raided by Saracens, 137; 138 sq. 

Ragusa, in Dalmatia, Robert Guiscard and, 325 ; etc. 
p. 976, col. 1. Under entry Safsaf read 125 sq. 

p. 979, col. 1. Under entry Seleucia, theme of, delete pillaged by Byzantine fleet, 130. 
,, „ Insert entry Seleucia, Syrian town, pillaged by Byzantine fleet, 130. 

„ „ For Semaluos read Semalus. 

p. 984, col. 2. Under entry Tarsus add to list of emirs ‘Ahmad, Nasr. 
p. 985, col. 1. Under entry Theoctistus, the Logothete, delete uncle and. 
p. 988, col. 2. Under entry Turcus, Bardanes, add , 126. 

p. 990, col. 1. Delete entry Vardan, Armenian rebel. 

Von. V. 

p. 34, 1. 18. For Bardo read Eberhard. 

p. 95, 11. 5 and 4 from bottom. For a monk and, like his predecessor, at Cluny. 
Sent to Rome by Abbot Hugh read a monk in some south Italian monastery 1 . 
Sent to Rome by his abbot. 

p. 95. Add note 1 See March, J. M., Liber Pontificalis (Barcelona, 1925), p. 154, n. 3. 
p. 120, 1. 19. For Adalbert read Adalbero. 

,p. 338, 1. 15 from bottom. For Limbourg read Limburg. 

p. 389, 1. 12. For Gesa read Geza. 

p. 643, 1. 20. For Daz read Dax. 

p. 709, 1. 9. For Fenandus read Ferrandus. 

p. 883, 1. 18. For Repgau read Repgow. 
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CHAPTER I. 


THE REFORM OF THE CHURCH. 

The early part of the eleventh, as well as the tenth, century is often 
and rightly called a dark age for the Western Church. Everywhere we 
find deep corruptions and varied abuses, which can easily be summed up 
in broad generalisations and illustrated by striking examples. And they 
seem, on a first survey, almost unrelieved by any gleams of spiritual light. 
The comparative security of the Carolingian Age, which gave free scope 
to individual enthusiasm and personal activity, had been followed by 
wide and deep disunion, under which religion suffered no less than learning 
and government. Beginning with the central imperial and monarchical 
power, the social nerves and limbs fell slack; outside dangers, Northmen 
and Saracens, furthered the inner decay. Communities and men alike 
lost their sense of wider brotherhood, along with their former feeling of 
security and strength. Hence came the decay in Church life. If it was 
to be arrested, it could only be, not by isolated attacks upon varied 
abuses, but by a general campaign waged upon principles and directed 
by experience. 

Yet condemnations of a particular age, like most historical generalisa- 
tions, are often overdone 1 . This is the case here, too. There were to be 
found, in regions far apart, many men of piety and self-devotion. Among 
such reformers was Nilus (ob. 1005), who founded some monasteries in 
Italy. Greek by descent, born at Rossano in Calabria, he was inspired 
even in his early years by the Life of St Anthony (which so deeply 
touched St Augustine) and so turned to a life of piety, penitence, and 
self-sacrifice. His visions gained him followers, but his humble service to 
others carried him into the world of human sympathy. Even when he was 
a feeble man of eighty-eight he took the long journey to Rome to offer 
himself as humble companion to Philagathus of Piacenza, whom Otto III 
had imprisoned after cutting out his tongue and blinding him (998); 
his brave and courageous reproof moved the youthful ruler, and this 
accidental association has given Nilus a reputation which his whole less 
dramatic life deserved. Through him and Romuald of Ravenna, who did 
much in a small sphere for ascetic life, a fresh stream of Greek influence 
was brought to strengthen Western monachism, which was growing into 
an almost independent strength of its own. More widely influential was 

1 Many of the worst and unnameable evils belonged more to society at large 
than to the Church alone. And, as they existed before the monastic reform, they 
cannot be ascribed to it. 
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Richard of St Pannes, Ratherius 


William of Dijon (ob. 1031), a German born in Italy, commended by his 
father to the favour of Otto I, and by his mother to the care of the 
Blessed Virgin. He was brought up in a cloister near Vercelli, but soon 
came to look towards Cluny as his spiritual home, and in its abbot, Odilo, 
he found a religious guide who sent him to the task of reform at Dijon, 
whence his monastic reform spread in Burgundy, France, and Lorraine. 
Everywhere his name, William supra regulam , was revered, and at 
St Arnulf at Gorze, and St Aper at Toul, the spirit of Cluny was 
diffused through him. 

Richard of St Vannes near Verdun (ob. 1046) specially affected Lor- 
raine, and his name, Richard of the Grace of God, shews the impression he 
made in his day. Poppo, Abbot of Stable in the diocese of Liege (1020- 
1048), was a pupil of his, and through him the movement, favoured by 
kings and utilised by bishops, reached Germany. In some cases, such men 
had not to work in fields untilled. Gerard of Brogne, near Namur, 
(ob. 959) and the earlier history of monastic reform must not be forgotten. 
But while the earlier monastic revival was independent of the episcopate, 
in the later part of the eleventh century monasticism and the episcopate 
worked, on the whole, together. Better men among the bishops, and 
through royal influence there were many such, rightly saw in the monastic 
revival a force which made for righteousness. It was so at Liege, Cambrai, 
Toul, and at Cologne, where a friend of Poppo, Pilgrim (1021-1036), 
favoured Cluniacs and their followers. Thus in Germany, more perhaps 
than elsewhere, reform gained strength. 

The life and wandering of Ratherius (c. 887-974), no less than his 
writings, illustrate the turmoil and degradation of the day ; born near 
Liege, with a sound monastic training and in close touch with Bruno, the 
excellent Archbishop of Cologne (953-965), his spiritual home was 
Lorraine while his troubles arose mainly in Italy. From Lorraine he 
followed Hilduin, afterwards Archbishop of Milan (931), to Italy (for the 
revival in Lorraine threw its tendrils afar), and became Bishop of Verona 
(931-939). Italian learning he found solely pagan in its scholarship; 
ignorance abounded (his clergy reproached him for being ready to study 
books all day); clerks did not even know their creed; at Vicenza many 
of them were barely believers in the Christian God; morals were even 
worse, clerks differed little from laity except in dress, the smiles or the 
tears of courtesans ruled everything. The strife of politics prevented 
reform and intensified disorder. The Italian wars of Otto I, Hugh, and 
Berengar affected the fate of Ratherius; his episcopal rule was only 
intermittent (931-939; 946-948 ; 961 -968), and when for a time. Bruno of 
Cologne made him Bishop of Liege (953-955), he was faced through the 
Count of Hainault by a rival, as at Verona, and found refuge at Lobbes, 
He was specially anxious to force celibacy upon his Veronese clergy, some 
married and many licentious ; not all would come to a synod, and even 
those who came defied him; some he cast into prison, a fate which once 
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at least befell himself. With the ambition of a reformer, he lacked the 
needed patience and wisdom; he toiled overmuch in the spirit of his 
death-bed saying: “Trample under foot the salt which has lost its 
savour.'” “He had not,” says Fleury, “the gift of making himself loved,” 
and it is doubtful if he desired it. The vivid and tangled experiences of 
his life, political and ecclesiastical, are depicted for us in his works and 
give us the best, if the darkest, picture of his times. 

Nor should it be forgotten that some ecclesiastics did much for the 
arts which their Church had so often fostered. Bernward of Hildesheim 
(Bishop 992-1022), for instance, was not only a patron of Art, but, like 
our English Dunstan, himself a skilled workman ; in his personal piety 
and generosity he was followed by his successor Godehard. Later monks 
condemned this secular activity, and Peter Damian held Richard of 
St Vannes, who like Poppo of Stablo was a great builder and adorner of 
churches, condemned to a lengthy Purgatory for this offence. In Prance, 
however, activity was shewn rather in the realm of thought, where 
Gerbert’s pupil, Fulbert Bishop of Chartres (ob. 1028), and Odo of Tournai 
(i ob . 1118) were pre-eminent; out of this activity, reviving older discussions, 
arose the Berengarian controversy, in which not only Berengar himself, 
but Lanfranc, of Bee and Canterbury, and Durand of Troarn (ob. 1088) 
took part. The age was not wholly dead. 

One foremost line of German growth was that of Canon Law, which 
gave, as it were, a constitutional background to the attempts at reform, 
drawn from the past and destined to mould the future. Here Burchard, 
Bishop of Worms (1000-1025), was renowned, combining as he did 
respect for authority systematised by the past with regard to the 
circumstances of his day. Wazo, Bishop of Liege (1041-1048), the faith- 
ful servant of Henry III, had much the same reputation, and his obiter 
dicta were held as oracles. 

Some reformers were bishops, but more of them were monastics-— for 
reform took mainly the monastic turn. Here and there, now and then, 
could be found really religious houses, and their influence often spread 
near and far. Yet it was difficult for such individuals or communities to 
impress a world which was disorderly and insecure. But soon, as so often, 
reforms, which were first to check and then to overcome the varied evils, 
began to shape themselves. Sometimes the impulse came from single 
personalities, sometimes from a school with kindred thoughts; sometimes 
general resemblances are common, sometimes local peculiarities overpower 
them. The tangled history only becomes a little easier to trace when it 
is grouped around the simony which Sylvester II held to be the central 
sin of the day. It must not be forgotten that Christian missions although 
at work had only partly conquered many lands; abuses in the older 
churches paralysed their growth, and the semi -paganism which was left 
even percolated into the mother-lands. 

Bohemian history illustrates something of this process. A bishopric 
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had been founded at Prague (c. 975) in which the Popes took special 
interest, and indeed the Latin rite was used there from the outset. So 
Bohemia looked towards the Papacy. But Willigis of Mayence had 
consecrated St Adalbert to Prague (983), and so to claims of overlordship 
by the German kings was now added a German claim to ecclesiastical 
control over Christians who, as we are told, lived much as barbarians. 
Then Bratislav of Bohemia, largely for political reasons, founded or 
restored a lapsed Moravian see at Olmiitz, over which he placed John, a 
monk from near Prague, Severus of Prague being promised compensation 
in Moravia. In 1068 Bratislav, for family and political reasons, made his 
troublesome brother Jaromir Bishop of Prague, in the hope of rendering 
him more amenable. But the only change in the disorderly prince was 
that of taking the name of Gebhard. He, like Severus, strove for the 
delayed compensation but took to more drastic means: he visited (1071) 
his brother-bishop at Olmiitz, and after a drunken revel mishandled his 
slumbering host. John complained to Bratislav, who shed tears over his 
brother’s doings, and sent to Rome to place the burden of the unsavoury 
quarrel upon Alexander II. His messenger spent a night at Ratisbon 
on his road with a burgher friendly to Gebhard. Then, strangely enough, 
he was stopped and robbed on his farther way and came back to tell his 
tale. A second and larger embassy, headed by the Provost of St George 
at Prague, an ecclesiastic so gifted as to speak both Latin and German, 
was then sent, and reached Rome early in 1073. A letter from Bratislav, 
weighted with two hundred marks, was presented to the Pope, and 
probably read at the Lenten Synod. Legates were sent who, at Ratisbon, 
were to investigate the case, but its settlement remained for Gregory VII. 
It is a sordid story of evil ecclesiastics on a background of equally sordid 
social and dynastic interests. And there were many like it. 

The common corruption is better told us and easier to depict for 
regulars than for seculars. In the districts most open to incursions, many 
monasteries were harried or sorely afflicted. If the monks walled their 
houses as protection against pirates or raiders, they only caused neigh- 
bouring lords to desire them for fortresses. The spirit of the ascetic life, 
already weakened by the civil employment of monks, seemed lost. The 
synod of Trosly, near Soissons, called by Herve of Rheims in 909, ascribed 
the decay of regular life mainly to abbots, laymen, for the most part 
unlearned, and also married, and so eager to alienate property for their 
families. Lay lords and laymen generally were said to lack respect for 
Church laws and even for morality itself ; debauchery and sensuality were 
common ; patrons made heavy charges on appointments to their parish 
churches. This legislation was a vigorous protest against the sins of the 
day, and it is well to note that the very next year saw the foundation of 
Cluny. The Rule was kept hardly anywhere; enclosure was forgotten, and 
any attempt to enforce episcopal control over monasteries was useless when 
bishops were so often themselves of careless or evil life. Attempts at 
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improvement sometimes caused bloodshed: when the Abbot Erluin of 
Lobbes, trying to enforce the J8.ule, expelled some malcontents, three of 
them fell upon him, cut out his tongue, and blinded him. 

The story of the great Italian monastery of Farfa is typical. It had 
been favoured by Emperors and was scarcely excelled for splendour. Then 
it was seized by the Saracens (before 915) and afterwards burnt by 
Christian robbers. Its members were scattered to Rome, Rieti, and 
Fermo; its lands were lost or wasted; there was no recognised abbot, 
and after Abbot Peter died his successor Rimo lived with the Farfa colony 
at Rome and there was poisoned. Then as the great nobles strove eagerly 
for so useful a fortress, King Hugh supported a new abbot, Rafred, who 
began to restore it : he settled in the neighbourhood 100 families from 
Fermo and rebuilt the cloister. As far as was possible, the monks were 
recalled and the monastic treasures restored. But there was little pretence 
of theology or even piety; only the study of medicine was kept up, and 
that included the useful knowledge of poisons, as abbot after abbot was 
to learn. When Rafred was disposed of, one of his poisoners maintained 
himself in the monastery by military force; the so-called monks lived 
openly with concubines; worship on Sundays was the sole relic of older 
habits, and at length even that was given up. One Campo, to whom King 
Hugh had given the monastery in fief, enriched his seven daughters and 
three sons out of its property. When some monks were sent from Rome 
to restore religion, he sent them back. Then Alberic drove Campo out 
by force, and installed as abbot one Dagobert, who maintained himself 
for five tumultuous years until he, too, fell before the local skill in poison. 
Adam of Lucca, who followed with the support of Alberic and John XII, 
led much the life of Campo. Then Theobald of Spoleto made his own 
brother Hubert abbot, but he was removed by John XII, and succeeded 
by Leo, Abbot of Sant’ Andrea at Soracte. But the task of ruling was 
too hard for any man, and only force heavily applied could procure even 
decency of life. If this was the sad state and tumultuous history of 
monasteries, once homes of piety and peace, it can be guessed how, with 
less to support them, parishes suffered and missions languished. Priests 
succumbed and forgot their holy task. Their bishops, often worse than 
themselves, neither cared nor attempted to rule or restrain them. For the 
episcopate was ineffective and corrupt. 

The primitive rule for election of bishops had been that it should be 
made by clergy and people. To choose a fit person was essential, but the 
mode of choice was not defined. Soon the clergy of the cathedral, first 
to learn of the vacancy and specially concerned about it, began to take a 
leading part. They, the clergy of the neighbouring country, and the 
laity, were separate bodies with different interests, and tended to draw 
together and to act as groups. But the forces, which made for centralisa- 
tion of all kinds in civil politics, worked in the ecclesiastical sphere as 
well, and the cathedral clergy gained the leading part in elections, other 
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clerks dropping off, and later on leading abbots appearing. Among lay- 
men a like process took place, and the populace, more particularly, 
almost ceased to appear in the election. Thus, in place of election by 
clergy and laity, we have a process in which the cathedral clergy, the lay 
vassals of the see, and the leading nobles of the diocese, alone appear. 
We can trace a varied growth, in which the elements most concerned and 
most insistent eventually gained fixed and customary rights 1 . 

But the more or less customary rights gained in this process were soon 
encroached upon by the crown. The king had a special interest in the 
bishops : they were his spiritual advisers, a function more or less important. 
But they were largely used by him for other purposes. In Germany they 
were given civil duties, which did not seem so alien to their office when 
the general conception was that of one general Christian society inside 
which churchman and layman worked for common Christian ends. To 
gain their help and to raise them in comparison with the lay nobility, it 
was worth while, quite apart from piety and religious reasons, to enrich 
their sees, and even to heap secular offices upon them. Ecclesiastical 
nobles were always a useful counterpoise to secular nobles; as a rule they 
were better trained for official duties, the Church had reason to remember 
gratefully past services rendered to it by kings, and it had always stood 
for social unity and larger fields of administration. In France, where the 
authority of the king did not cover a large territory 2 , the greater vassals 
gained the same power for their own lands. Popular election, even its 
weakened form, tended to disappear. Ancient and repeated canons 
might assert election by clergy and laity, but those of them who kept 
their voice did so rather as surviving representatives of smaller classes 
than as individuals. More and more the chapters alone appeared for the 
clergy and the Church; more and more the king or a great feudal lord 
came to appoint. By the middle of the eleventh century the old style of 
election had disappeared in France, and the bishopric was treated 
as a fief. 

In Germany the bishops, although for the most part men of high 
character, were often supporters of the crown and the mainstay of its 
administration ; when a bishop or a great abbot died, the chapter and 
the great laymen of the diocese sent deputies to the court, and after a 
consultation with them, in which they might or might not suggest a 
choice, the king filled up the office. For England such evidence as we 
have points to selection by the king, although his choice was declared in 

1 The lapse of popular election was furthered by canon 13 of Laodieea .(364?), 
which forbade election by a mob. The canon, which was sometimes held to forbid 
any voice to the populace, was copied into Gallican codes and the Forged Decretals, 
and had much effect. Leo I said: ehctip clericorum: expetitio pkbia ; Stephen VI: 
sacerdotum quippe eat ekctio, et fidelis populi consensus. 

2 The Gapetians only disposed of Rheims, Sens, Tours, Bourges, and, until it 
passed to Germany, Lyons. 
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the Witan, where both laymen and churchmen were present. In all these 
lands, the decisive voice, indeed the real appointment itself, lay with 
the king; the part played by others was small and varying. To the 
Church remained, however, the safeguard of consecration by the 
metropolitan and bishops; to the diocese itself the local ceremony of 
enthronement. 

For parochial clergy and parishes the history is much the same. In the 
central countries of Europe the missionary stage of the Church had long 
passed away, although in newer lands varying traces, or more than traces, 
of it remained. In most cases the cathedral church had been the mission 
centre, and from it the Church had spread. Of the early stages we know 
but little, but there were many churches, serving a parish, which the 
landowner had built, and in such cases he usually appointed the parish 
priest. The right of approval lay with the bishop, who gave the spiritual 
charge. But more and more the office came to be treated as private pro- 
perty, and in some cases was even bought and sold. The patron — for here 
we come to the origin of patronage, a field tangled and not yet fully 
worked — was the landowner, who looked on the parish priest as a vassal, 
and on the church as a possession. For the parish as for the diocese distinct 
and even hostile conceptions were thus at work. A fit person for the 
spiritual work was needed; to see to this was the duty and indeed the 
purpose of the Church. It could be best safeguarded by a choice from 
above, and in early days a missionary bishop had seen to it. But when 
a parish church was held to be private property, a totally new con- 
ception came into conflict with the ecclesiastical conception. We have 
a history which can be traced, although with some unsettled con- 
troversy 1 . 

The legislation of the Eastern Empire, following that of Constantine 
the Great, allowed churches to be private property, and forbade their 
alienation, but it also safeguarded the claims of the Church to secure 
the proper use of the building, and adequate provision for the priest 
attached to it. Justinian (543) gave the founder of a church and his 
successors the right to present a candidate for due examination by the 
bishop. 

In the West this was also recognised by a law of a.d. 398, and the 
priest serving the church was, at least sometimes, chosen by the 
parishioners. It was well to encourage private generosity, but it soon 
became necessary to safeguard the control of the bishop, and GeJasius I 
(492-496), an active legislator, restricted the rights of the founders of 

1 la the early Christian Homan Empire, although private property in churches 
was admitted, the restrictive rights of the bishop prevented any evil arising. For 
the West the existing evidence is scantier than for the East. The origin of the 
<e private churches” (Eigeukirchen) and of appropriation is regarded by Stutz as 
based on early Teutonic custom, by Imbart de la Tour as due to a process of 
encroachment. 
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churches and attempted 1 to make papal consent necessary for consecration ; 
in this way the Pope might make sure of ample provision for the 
maintenance of the Church. This clearly recognised the two opposed 
rights, those of the Church and of the lay founder, but became a dead 
letter. Legislation under Charles the Great also recognised the private 
ownership : the Council of Frankfort (794) allowed churches built by 
freemen to be given away or sold, but only on condition that they were 
not destroyed and that worship was performed. The Council at Rome in 
a.d. 826 had to deal as no uncommon case with churches which the 
patrons had let fall into ruin; priests were to be placed there and main- 
tained. The Synod of Trosly (909) condemned the charges levied by 
laymen upon priests they appointed; tithes were to be exempted from 
such rapacity. The elaboration with which (canon 5) relations of patrons 
and parish priests are prescribed shews that great difficulties and abuses 
had arisen. But the steady growth of feudalism, and the growing 
inefficiency of bishops, intensified all these evils. From the ninth century 
onward the leading principles become blurred. Prudentius of Troyes 
(oh. 861) and Hincmar of Laon led a movement against these private 
churches, insisting that at consecration they should be handed over to the 
Church. Charles the Bald and the great canonist Hincmar of Rheims 
took a different view ; the latter wished to remove the abuses but to allow 
the principle of private churches. Patronage in its later sense (the term 
itself dates from the eighth century) was in an early stage of growth; 
abuses were so rife that principles seemed likely to be lost. Simony grew 
to an astonishing height, and it was only after a long struggle was over 
that Alexander III (1159-1181) established a clear and coherent system, 
which is the basis of Church law to-day. 

When we come to the eleventh century, we find that in parish churches, 
built by a landowner, the priest was usually appointed by him; thus the 
right of property and local interests were recognised. But the actual 
power of laymen combined with the carelessness of many bishops to make 
encroachment easy; there was a tendency to treat all churches as on the 
same footing, and the right of approving the appointment which belonged 
to the bishop, and which was meant to secure spiritual efficiency, tended 
to disappear. More and more parish churches were treated as merely 
private property, and in many cases were bought and sold. The patron 
treated the priest as his vassal and often levied charges upon him. 
Moreover, open violence, not cloaked by any claim to right, was common. 
There were parishes in which a bishop had built a church, either as 
part of the original mission machinery of the Church or on lands be- 
longing to the see. But sees were extensively robbed and some of these 
churches too fell into lay hands. There were probably also cases in which 
the parishioners themselves had elected their priest, but, with the growth 
1 Writing to the Bishops of Lucania, Brutii, and Sicily. J afie-Lo wenfeld, 
Bege&ta, No. 636. 
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of feudal uniformity, here too the lay landowner came to nominate. The 
tenth and eleventh centuries give us the final stage — of usurpation or 
corruption — in which the principle of private ownership was supreme, and 
the spiritual considerations, typified by episcopal control, were lost, 
almost or even utterly ; and with lay ownership in a feudal age, simony, 
the sale of property which was no longer regarded as belonging to a 
religious administration, became almost the rule. 

Where the king had the power to fill vacant bishoprics, simony was 
easy and in a feudal age natural. Kings were in constant need of money, 
and poverty was a hard task-master. Some of the German kings had 
really cared for the Church, and saw to the appointment of fit men, but 
others like Conrad II made gain of the transaction; it was only too easy 
to pass from the ordinary gift, although some conscientious bishops 
refused even that, to unblushing purchase. In France simony was 
especially rife. Philip I (*1060-1108) dismissed one candidate for a see 
because his power was smaller than a rival’s, but he gave the disappointed 
clerk some words of cheer: “Let me make my profit out of him; then you 
can try to get him degraded for simony, and afterwards we can see about 
satisfying you.” Purchase of sees became a recognised thing: a tainted 
bishop infected his flock and often sold ordinations; so the disease spread 
until, as saddened reformers said, Simon Magus possessed the Church. 

It must not be supposed that this result was reached without protest. 
Old Church laws though forgotten could be appealed to, and councils 
were the fitting place for protest, as bishops were the proper people to 
make it. Unhappily, councils were becoming rarer and many bishops 
were careless of their office. Nevertheless, at Ingelheim (948) laymen 
were forbidden to instal a parish priest or to expel him without the 
bishop’s leave; at Augsburg (952) laymen were forbidden to expel a 
priest from a church canonically committed to him or to replace him by 
another. At the important Synod of Seligenstadt (1023) it was decreed 
that no layman should give his church to any priest without the consent 
of the bishop, to whom the candidate was to be sent for proof of age, 
knowledge, and piety sufficient to qualify him for the charge of God’s 
people. The equally important Synod of Bourges (1031) decreed that no 
layman should hold the land ( feiidum ) of a priest in place of a priest, and 
no layman ought to place a priest in a church, since the bishop alone 
could bestow the cure of souls in every parish. The same synod, it may 
be noted, forbade a bishop to receive fees for ordination, and also forbade 
priests to charge fees for baptism, penance, or burial, although free gifts 
were allowed 1 . In England laws betray the same evils: a fine was to be 

1 Earlier councils also spoke of the same evil of lay encroachments : at Trosly 
near Rlieims (000), laymen were forbidden to use the tithes of their churches for 
their dogs or concubines. The earlier and reforming Council of Mayence (888) 
decreed that the founder of a church should entrust its possessions to the bishop. 
So, too, at Pavia (1018). 
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levied for making merchandise of a church 1 , and again no man was to 
bring a church into servitude nor unrighteously make merchandise of it, 
nor turn out a church-thegn without the bishop’s leave 2 . 

It was significant that against abuses appeal was thus being made 
to older decrees reiterated or enlarged by sporadic councils. And the 
growth of religious revival in time resulted in a feeling of deeper 
obligation to Canon Law, and a stronger sense of corporate life. But it 
was the duty of the bishops to enforce upon their subjects the duty 
of obedience. In doing this, they had often in the past been helped by 
righteous kings and courageous Popes. But now for the needed reforms 
to be effectively enforced it needed a sound episcopate, backed up by 
conscientious kings and Popes. Only so could the inspiration of religion, 
which was breathing in many quarters, become coherent in constitutional 
action. When king and Pope in fellowship turned to reform, an 
episcopate, aroused to a sense of duty, might become effective. 

But the episcopate itself was corrupt, bad in itself, moving in a bad 
social atmosphere, and largely used for regal politics. Two of the great 
Lorraine reformers, William of Dijon (962-1031) and Richard of 
St Vannes (ob: 1046), sharply criticised the prelates of their day: “They 
were preachers who did not preach; they were shepherds who lived as 
hirelings.” Everywhere one could see glaring infamies. Guifred of 
Cerdagne became Archbishop of Narbonne (1016-1079) when only ten 
years old, 100,000 solidi being paid on his behalf. His episcopate was 
disastrous : he sold nearly everything belonging to his cathedral and his 
see ; he oppressed his clergy but he provided for his family; for a 
brother he bought the see of Urgel through the sale of the holy vessels 
and plate throughout his diocese. In the Midi such abuses were specially 
prevalent. In 1038 two viscounts sold the see of Albi, while it was 
occupied, and confirmed the sale by a written contract. But even over 
the Midi the reforming zeal of Halinard of Lyons had much effect; 
Lyons belonged to Burgundy, and Burgundy under Conrad IX became 
German. Halinard had been Abbot of St Remy at Dijon, and wasareformer 
of the Cluniac type; at Rome, W'hither he made many pilgrimages, he 
was well known and so popular that the Romans sought him as Pope on 
the death of Damasus II. One bishop, of the ducal house of Gascony, is 
said to have held eight sees which he disposed of by will. The tables of 
the money-changers were not only brought into the temple, hut grouped 
round the altar itself. Gerbert (Sylvester II), who had seen many lands 
and knew something of the past, spoke strongly against the many-headed 
and elusive simony. A bishop might say, “I gave gold and I received the 
episcopate; but yet I do not fear to receive it back if I behave as I should. 

1 Laws of Northumbrian priests, chap. 20 (?9o0). Johnson, English Canons, 
p. 875. 

2 Synod of Eanham (1009), chap. 9. Johnson, p. 485. The thriving of a eeorl 
includes his possession of a church. Stubbs, Select Charters (ed. Davies), p. 88. 
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I ordain a priest and I receive gold; I make a deacon and I receive a 
heap of silver.... Behold the gold which I gave I have once more un- 
lessened in my purse.” 1 

Sylvester II held simony to be the greatest evil in the Church. Most 
reformers, however, attacked the evil morals of the clergy, and their 
attack was justified. But strict morality and asceticism went hand in 
hand, and the complicated evils of the day gave fresh strength to the zeal 
for monasticism and the demand for clerical celibacy. The spirit of 
asceticism had in the past done much to deepen piety and the sense of 
personal responsibility, even if teaching by strong example has its dangers 
as well as successes. In the West more than in the East the conversion of 
new races had been due to monks, and now the strength of reformation 
lay in monasticism. The enforcement of clerical celibacy seemed an easy, 
if not the only, remedy for the diseases of the day. In primitive times 
married priests were common, even if we do not find cases of marriage 
after ordination, but the reverence for virginity, enhanced by monasticism, 
turned the stream of opinion against them. At Nicaea the assembled 
Fathers, while forbidding a priest to have a woman, other than wife or 
sister, living in his house, had refrained, largely because of the protest of 
Paphnutius, from enforcing celibacy. But the Councils of Ancyra and 
Neocaesarea (both in 314) had legislated on the point, although with 
some reserve. The former allowed deacons, who at ordination affirmed 
their intention to marry, to do so, but otherwise they were degraded. The 
latter decreed that a priest marrying after ordination should be degraded, 
while a fornicator or adulterer should be more severely punished. The 
Council of Elvira (c. 305), which dealt so generally and largely with 
sexual sins, shut out from communion an adulterous bishop, priest, or 
deacon; it ordered all bishops, priests, deacons, and other clerks, to 
abstain from conjugal intercourse. This was the first general enactment 
of the kind and it was Western. As time went on, the divergence between 
the more conservative East and the newer West, with its changing condi- 
tions and rules, became more marked. In the East things moved towards 
its present rale, which allows priests, deacons, and sub-deacons, married 
before ordination, to live freely with their wives (Quintisext in Trullo , 
held 680, promulgated 691); bishops, however, were to live in separation 
from their wives. Second marriages, which were always treated as a 
different matter, were forbidden. The present rule is for parish priests to 
be married, while bishops, chosen from regular’s, are unmarried. The 
West, on the other hand, moved, to begin with, first by legislation and 
then, more slowly, by practice, towards uniform celibacy. 

Councils at Carthage (390, 398, and 419), at Agde (506), Toledo 
(531), and Orleans (538), enjoined strict continency upon married clerks 

1 See Saltet, Les Reordinations , Paris, 1907 — an excellent work — for the nature and 
content of simony in the tenth and eleventh centuries, pp. 173sqq. ; he quotes Gerbert, 
De informations episcoporum , MPL, cxxxix, col. 174; Olleris, Op, Gerberti, p. 27 o. 
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from sub-deacons upwards. Siricius (384-398), by what is commonly 
reckoned the first Decretal (385), and Innocent I (402-419) pronounced 
strongly against clerical marriage. Henceforth succeeding Popes plainly 
enunciated the Roman law. There was so much clerical immorality in 
Africa, in spite of the great name and strict teaching of St Augustine, 
and elsewhere, that the populace generally preferred a celibate clergy. 
Ecclesiastical authorities took the same line, and Leo I extended the 
strict law to sub-deacons. The Theodosian Code pronounced the children 
of clergy illegitimate, and so the reformers of the tenth and eleventh 
centuries could appeal to much support. Nevertheless, there were both 
districts and periods in which custom accorded badly with the declared 
law, and the confusion made by reformers between marriages they did not 
accept and concubinage which opinion, no less than law, condemned 
makes the evidence sometimes hard to interpret. St Boniface dealt 
firmly with incontinent priests, and on the whole, although here popular 
feeling was not with him, he was successful both in Austrasia and 
Neustria. The eighth and ninth centuries saw the struggle between law 
and custom continuing with varying fortune. Custom became laxer under 
the later Carolingians than under Charlemagne, who had set for others a 
standard he never dreamt of for himself; Iiincmar, who was an advocate 
of strictness, gives elaborate directions for proper procedure against 
offending clerks, and it is clear that the clergy proved hard either to 
convince or to rule. By the end of the ninth century, amid prevalent 
disorder, clerical celibacy became less general, and the laws in its favour 
were frequently and openly ignored. It was easy, as Pelagius II (578- 
590), in giving dispensation for a special case, had confessed, to find 
excuse in the laxity of the age. So too St Boniface had found it 
necessary to restore offenders after penance, for otherwise there would be 
none to say mass. Italy was the most difficult country to deal with, and 
Ratherius of Verona says (966) that the enforcement of the laws, which 
he not only accepted but strongly approved, would have left only boys in 
the Church. It was, he held, a war of canons against custom. By about 
.the' beginning of the eleventh century celibacy was uncommon, and the 
laws enforcing it almost obsolete. But they began to gain greater force 
as churchmen turned more to legal studies and as the pressure of abuses 
grew stronger. 

The tenth and eleventh centuries had special reason for enforcing 
celibacy and disliking clerical families. Married priests, like laymen, 
wished to enrich their children and strove to hand on their benefices 
to them. Hereditary bishops, hereditary priests, were a danger 1 : there 
was much alienation of clerical property; thus the arguments urged so 
repeatedly in favour of celibacy were reinforced. Bishops, and not only 

1 Atto of Vercelli (from 945) links clerical marriage and alienation of church 
property together, putting the latter as a cause of abuse. The case is well put by 
Neander, vi, 187 (Eng. trans.) and Fleury, Bk. lv, c. 55. 
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those who held secular jurisdiction, thought and acted as laymen, and 
like laymen strove to found dynasties, firmly seated and richly endowed. 
Parish priests copied them on a humbler scale. Hence the denial of 
ordination to sons of clerks is frequent in conciliar legislation. 

One attempt at reform of the secular clergy, which had special impor- 
tance in England, needs notice. This was the institution of canons, 
which has a long and varied history. The germ of the later chapter 
appears at a very early date in cathedrals, certainly in the sixth century; 
a staff of clergy was needed both for ordinary mission work and for dis- 
tribution of alms. But poverty often, as with monasteries later on, led to 
careless and disordered life. Chrodegang of Metz (ob. 766), the pious 
founder of Gorze, near his city, and of Lorsch, set up, after a Benedictine 
model, a rule for his cathedral clergy: there was to be a common life, 
although private property was permitted; a synod under Louis the Pious 
at Aix-la-Chapelle (817) elaborated it and it was widely applied. The 
ideal was high, and although inspired by the asceticism which produced 
monasticism, it paid regard to the special tasks of seculars; it infused 
a new moral and intellectual life into the clergy at the centre of the 
diocese, and education was specially cared for. So excellent an example 
was soon copied by other large churches, and the system spread widely. 
In its original form it was not destined to live long: decay began at 
Cologne with the surrender of the common administration of funds; 
Gunther, the archbishop, yielded to the wish for more individual free- 
dom, and his successor Willibert in a synod (873) confirmed his changes 1 . 
After this the institution of prebends (benefices assigned to a canon) grew, 
and each canon held a prebend and lived apart. This private control of 
their income, and their surrender of a common life, began a long process 
of decay. But variations of the original form, which itself had utilised 
much older growths, appeared largely and widely in history. Brotherhood 
and the sympathy of a common life furthered diligence and devotion. 

In councils of the tenth and eleventh centuries, clerical celibacy and 
simony are repeatedly spoken of. With few exceptions 2 , all well-wishers 
of reform, whether lay or clerical, desired to enforce celibacy, although 

1 At the Roman Council of 1059 Hildebrand spoke against the laxity of the 
system, especially its permission of private property and its liberality as to fare 
(Mabillon, ASB, and Hefele-Leclercq, pp. 1177-8, with references there). In 1074 
Hildebrand, as Gregory VII, put out a Rule for canons (Hefele-Leclercq, v, p. 94 n., 
Duchesne, Lib. Pont, i, cnxvim) ; it was wrongly ascribed to Gregory IV. See Dom 
Morin, R.Ben. 1901, xvm, pp. 177-183. Hildebrand’s Rule breaks off short in 
the MS., and the abbreviation can. for canonicorum led to its being attributed to 
musical history ( canendi ). 

2 Ulrich (Udalrich) of Augsburg (923-973) was, perhaps, an exception. So later on 
was Cunibert of Turin, himself a celibate whose clerks reached a high standard of 
life: he permitted them to many, for which Peter Damian reproved him. Both 
these prelates were earnest reformers. Damian tried to get Adelaide, Regent of 
Piedmont and Savoy, to enforce his policy against Cunibert. 
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some thought circumstances compelled laxity in applying the law. Thus 
in France the Council of Poitiers (1000) forbade priests and deacons to 
live with women, under pain of degradation and excommunication. The 
Council of Bourges (1031), while making the same decrees (repeated at 
Limoges the same year), went further by ordering all sub-deacons to 
promise, at ordination to keep neither wife nor mistress. This promise 
resembles the attempt of Guarino of Modena 1 2 a little earlier to refuse 
benefices to any clerk who would not swear to observe celibacy. In Ger- 
many the largely -attended Council of Augsburg (958) forbade marriage 
to ecclesiastics, including sub-deacons; the reason assigned was their 
handling the divine mysteries, and with German respect for Canon Law 
appeal was made to the decrees of many councils in the past. Under 
Henry III the prohibitions were better observed, not only through the 
support of the Emperor, but because collections of Canons, especially 
that by Burchard of Worms ( Decretum , between 1008 and 1018), were 
becoming known and gaining authority 8 . The statement of principles, 
especially from the past, as against the practice of the day was becoming 
coherent. But the Papacy, which had so repeatedly declared for celibacy, 
was not in a state to interfere authoritatively. Thus we come to the 
question of reform at Rome. The movement for reform needed authority 
and coherence, which were to be supplied from Rome. But first of all 
Reform had to capture Rome itself. 

At Rome a bad ecclesiastical atmosphere was darkened by political 
troubles and not lightened by religious enthusiasm. There as elsewhere 
local families were striving for local power; the nobility, with seats out- 
side, was very disorderly and made the city itself tumultuous and unsafe. 
The Crescentii, so long and so darkly connected with papal history, had 
lands in the Sabina and around Earfa, and although with lessening 
influence in the city itself they stood for the traditions of civic indepen- 
dence, overshadowed, it is true, by the mostly distant power of the Saxon 
Emperors. Nearer home they were confronted by the growing power of 
the Counts of Tusculum 3 * , to whose family Gregory, the naval prefect under 
Otto III, had belonged; they naturally, although for their own purposes, 
followed a German policy. Either of these houses might have founded 
at Rome a feudal dynasty such as rose elsewhere, and each seemed at 
times likely to do so. But in a city where Pope and Emperor were just 
strong enough to check feudal growth, although not strong enough to 

1 This tendency to enforce celibacy on seculars by an oath might have led to a 
general policy, but was not followed. It was an obligation understood to be inherent 
in the priestly office. 

2 Burchard illustrates, on celibacy and lay interference, the conflict between old 
canons and later customs. He copies the former, but accepts the latter, and allows 
for them. 

3 For a discussion of their genealogy see R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI 

(reprinted from Proceedings of British Academy , vm), pp. 31 sqq. 
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impose continuous order, the disorderly stage, the almost anarchy, of 
early feudalism lingered long. 

When Sergius IV (1009-1012) “Boccaporco,” son of a Roman shoe- 
maker and Bishop of Albano, died soon after John Crescentius, the 
rival houses produced rival Popes : Gregory, supported by the Crescentii, 
and the Cardinal Theophylact, son of Gregory of Tusculum. Henry II of 
Germany, hampered by opposition from Lombard nobles and faced by 
King Arduin, had watched Italian politics from afar, and the disputed 
election gave him an opening. Rome was divided. Theophylact had 
seized the Lateran, but could not maintain himself there; Gregory fled, 
even from Italy, and (Christmas 1012) appeared in Henry’s court at 
Pohlde as a suppliant in papal robes. Henry cautiously promised 
enquiry, but significantly took the papal crozier into his own keeping, just 
as he might have done for a German bishopric. He had, however, partly 
recognised Theophylact, and had indeed sent to gain from him a 
confirmation of privileges for his beloved Bamberg 1 : a decision in 
Theophylact’s favour was therefore natural. Henry soon appeared in 
Italy (February 1013); his arrival put Arduin in the shade. Theophylact, 
with the help of his family, had established himself, and it was he who, 
as Benedict VIII, crowned Henry and Cunegunda (14 February 1014), 
The royal pair were received by a solemn procession, and six bearded 
and six beardless Senators bearing wands walked “mystically” before 
them. The pious Emperor dedicated his former kingly crown to St Peter, 
but the imperial orb bearing a cross was sent to Cluny. Benedict VIII 
was supported now by the imperial arm, and in Germany his ecclesiastical 
power was freely used ; he and the Emperor worked together on lines of 
Church reform, even if their motives differed. 

Benedict VIII (1012-1024) proved an efficient administrator, faced by 
the constant Saracen peril, and wisely kept on good terms with Henry II. 
Although he was first of all a warrior and an administrator 2 , lie also 
appears, probably under the influence of the Emperor, as a Church 
reformer. A Council was held at Pavia (1018) 3 , where the Pope made 
an impressive speech, which, it is suggested, may have been the work of 
Leo of Vercelli, on the evils of the day, denouncing specially clerical 

1 For the foundation of Bamberg see Hefele-Leclercq, Les Conciles, iv, pp. 909 
sqq.; Hauck, op. cit. in, p. 418; and Giesebrecht, Deutsche Kaiserzeit, u, pp. 52sqq. 
The missionary importance, as well as the ecclesiastical interest, of the new see and 
the disputes about it should be noted. For the Church policy of Henry II see 
supra , Vol. in, pp. 231 sqq. 

2 A more favourable view of him is summarised in Hefele-Leclercq, iv, p. 914. 
So K. W. Nitzseh, Gesch. des deutschen Volkes , Leipsic, 1892, i, pp. 392 sqq., in the 
same sense. 

3 The date of this Council is disputed. 1022 was accepted until Giesebrecht 
suggested 1018 (op. cit. ii, p. 188, and note 623-4). Also Hauck (who prefers 1022), 
op. cit. in, p. 528, n. 2. The earlier date seems a little more probable. In Vol. iri 
supra , p. 251, the date 1022 is accepted. 
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concubinage and. simony. His starting point was a wish to protect 
Church property from alienation to priestly families, a consideration 
likely to weigh with a statesmanlike administrator, although Henry II 
might have had a more spiritual concern. By the decrees of* the Council, 
marriage and concubinage were forbidden to priests, deacons, and sub- 
deacons, indeed to any clerk. Bishops not enforcing this were to be 
deposed. The children of clerks were to be the property of the Church. 
In the Council the initiative of the Pope seems to have been strong. 
The Emperor gave the decrees the force of law, and a Council a,t Goslar 
(1019) repeated them. Italy and Germany were working as one. 

There was little difference between the ecclesiastical powers of Henry 
in Italy and in Germany. He knew his strength and did not shrink 
from using it. Before his imperial coronation he held a synod at Ravenna 
(January 1014) where he practically decreed by the advice of the bishops; 
for Ravenna he had named as archbishop his half-brother Arnold, who 
was opposed by a popularly-supported rival Adalbert. This probably 
canonical prelate was deposed, and after Henry’s coronation a Roman 
synod approved the judgment, although it did obtain for the victim the 
compensation of a smaller see. Decrees against simonist ordinations and 
the alienation through pledges of Church lands were also passed, and 
published by the Emperor. A liturgical difference between Roman and 
German use in the mass was even decided in favour of the latter. So 
far did German influence prevail. 

The reforming tendencies of the German Church found full expression 
at the Synod of Seligenstadt (12 August 1023). In 1021 a young 
imperial chaplain Aribo had been made Archbishop of Mayence ; and he 
aimed at giving the German Church not only a better spirit but a more 
coherent discipline. In the preamble to the canons, Aribo states the aim 
of himself and his suffragans, among whom was Burchard of Worms 
(Bishop 1000-1025): it was to establish uniformity in worship, discipline, 
and ecclesiastical morals. The twenty canons regulated fasting, some 
points of clerical observance, observance of marriage, in which the 
canonical and not the civil reckoning of degrees of kinship was to hold 3 ; 
lay patrons were forbidden to fill vacancies without the approval and 
assent of the bishop ; no one was to go to Rome (i.e. for judgment) 
without leave of his bishop, and no one subjected to penance was to go 
to Rome in the hope of a lighter punishment. This legislation was 
inspired by the reforming spirit of the German Church, due not only to 
the saintly Emperor but to many ecclesiastics of all ranks, with whom 
religion was a real thing; and for the furtherance of this the regulations 
of the Church were to be obeyed. The Canon Law, now always including 
the Forged Decretals, involved respect to papal authority, but Aribo 

1 The civil law reckoned brothers and sisters as in the first degree ; the canonical 
law was now reckoning cousins-german as such. 
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and his suffragans laid stress also upon the rights of metropolitans 
and bishops in the national Church, which gave them not only 
much power for good but the machinery for welding the nation to- 
gether. 

In June 1024 Benedict VIII died and was followed by his brother 
Romanus the Senator, who became John XIX; his election, which was 
tainted by bribery and force, was soon followed by the death of the 
Emperor (13 July 1024). The new monarch, Conrad II, was supported 
by the German adherents in Italy and especially by the Archbishop 
Aribert of Milan, a city always important in imperial politics. Both he 
and John XIX were ready to give Conrad the crowns which it was theirs 
to bestow. So in 1026 he came to Italy; and he and his wife Gisela were 
crowned in St Peter’s (26 March 1027). Then, after passing to South 
Italy, he slowly returned home, leaving John XIX to continue a papacy, 
inglorious and void of reform, until his death in January 1032. Under 
him old abuses revived, and so the state of things at Rome grew worse, 
while in Germany, although Conrad II (1024-1039) was very different 
from Henry II in Church affairs, the party of reform was gaining 
strength. 

With the election of Benedict IX, formerly Theophylact, son of 
Alberic of Tusculum, brother of a younger Romanus the Consul, and 
nephew of Benedict VIII and John XIX, papal history reached a crisis, 
difficult enough in itself, and distorted, even at the time, by varying 
accounts. According to the ordinary story, Benedict IX was only twelve 
years old at his election, but as he grew older he grew also in debauchery, 
until even the Romans, usually patient of papal scandal, became restive; 
then at length the Emperor Henry III had to come to restore decency 
and order at the centre of Western Christendom. But there is reason to 
doubt something of the story. That Benedict was only twelve years old 
at his accession rests on the confused statement of Rodulf Glaber; there 
is reason to suppose he was older. The description of his depravity 
becomes more highly coloured as years go by and the controversies of 
Pope and Emperor distort the past. But there is enough to shew that as 
a man he was profligate and bad, as a Pope unworthy and ineffective. 
It was, however, rather the events of his papacy, singular and significant, 
than his character, that made the crisis. He was the last of a series of 
what we may call dynastic Popes, rarely pious and often bad; after him 
there comes a school of reformed and reformers. 

Conrad II differed much in Church matters from Henry II. It is true 
that he kept the feasts of the Church with fitting regularity and splendour 
and that he also was a “brother” of some monasteries. But his aims were 
purely secular, and the former imperial regard for learning and piety was 
not kept up. Some of his bishops, like Thietmar of Hildesheim, were 
ignorant; others, like Reginhard of Liege and Ulrich of Basle, had 
openly bought their sees, and not all of them, like Reginhard, sought 

2 
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absolution at Rome. Upon monasteries the king’s hand was heavy : 
he dealt very freely with their possessions, sometimes forcing them to give 
lands as fiefs to his friends, sometimes even granting the royal abbeys 
themselves as such. Thus the royal power worked harmfully or, at any 
rate, not favourably for the Church 1 , and bishops or abbots eager for 
reform could no longer reckon upon kingly help. It is true that Poppo 
of Stablo enjoyed royal favour, but other ecclesiastics who, like Aribo of 
Mayence, had supported Conrad at his accession, received small en- 
couragement Conrad’s marriage with Gisela trespassed on the Church’s 
rule of affinity, and the queen’s interest in ecclesiastical appointments, by 
which her friends and relatives gained, did not take away the reproach; 
but she favoured reformers, especially the Climiacs, whose influence in 
Burgundy was useful. 

A change in imperial policy then coincided with a change in Popes. 
Benedict VIII may have been inspired by Henry II, but John XIX was 
a tool of Conrad. For instance, he had to reverse a former decision, 
by which the Patriarch of Grado had been made independent of his 
brother of Aquileia. Poppo of Aquileia was a German and naturally an 
adherent of Conrad; everyone knew why the decision was changed 2 . 
It was even more significant that the Emperor spoke formally of the 
decree of the faithful of the realm, “of the Pope John, of the venerable 
patriarch Poppo, and others.” It was thus made clear that, whether for 
reform or otherwise, the Pope was regarded by the Emperor exactly as 
were the higher German prelates. They were all in his realm and there- 
fore in his hands. Here he anticipated a ruler otherwise very differently- 
minded, Henry III. 

Benedict IX 3 could be treated with even less respect than John XIX. 
It is true that he held synods (1036 and 1038), that he made the Roman 
Bishop of Silva Candida Mbtiothecarius (or head of the Chancery) in 
succession to Pilgrim of Cologne. But in 1038 he excommunicated 
Aribert of Milan, who was giving trouble to Conrad. To the Emperor 
he was so far acceptable, but in Rome where faction lingered on he had 
trouble. Once (at a date uncertain) the citizens tried to assassinate him 
at the altar itself. Later (1044*) a rebellion was more successful: he and 
his brother were driven from the city, although they were able to hold 

1 See supra, Vol. hi, p. 271. 

2 The later incident, 1042, in which Poppo entered Grado by force, burning' 
and destroying churches and houses, slaughtering and ravaging, illusti-ates what 
some bishops of the day were and did. The story of this revived quarrel between 
Grado and Aquileia is well told by F. C. Hodgson, Early History of Venice, London, 
1901, pp, 190-206 aqq. ; also supra, Vol. iv, pp. 407-8. The quarrel, which was 
old ecclesiastically, had now a twofold connexion with Venetian arid German politics, 

3 On the difficult chronology of Benedict’s papacy see it. L. Poole, Benedict IX 
and Gregory VI (Proceedings of the British Academy, vm). For the chronology 
of, arid authorities for, the Italian journey of Henry III, Steindorff, Jahrhucher dee 
deutschen Heiches unter Heinrich III, i, pp. 456-510. 



Sylvester III and Gregory, VI 


19 


the Trastevere. Then John, Bishop of Sabina, was elected Pope, taking 
the name of Sylvester III. Again we hear of bribery, but as John's see 
was in the territory of the Crescentii, we may suppose that this rival 
house was concerned in this attack upon the Tusculans; in fifty days 
the latter, helped by Count Gerard of Galeria, drove out Sylvester’s 
party, and he returned to his former see. Then afterwards Benedict 
withdrew from the Papacy in favour of his godfather, John Gratian, 
Archpriest of St John at the Latin Gate, who took the name of 
Gregory VI. The new Pope belonged to the party of reform; he was a 
man of high character, but his election had been stained by simony, for 
Benedict, even if he were weary of his office and of the Romans, and 
longed, according to Bonizo’s curious tale, for marriage, had been bought 
out by the promise of the income sent from England as Peter’s Pence. 
The change of Popes, however, was welcomed by the reformers, and 
Peter Damian in particular hailed Gregory as the dove bearing the olive- 
branch to the ark. Even more significant for the future was Gregory’s 
association with the young Hildebrand; both were probably connected 
with the wealthy family of Benedict the Christian 1 . There was a 
simplicity in Gregory’s character which, in a bad society calling loudly for 
reform, led him to do evil that good might come. For nearly two years 
he remained Pope, but reform still tarried. 

Attention has been too often concentrated on the profligacy of 
Benedict IX, which in its more lurid colours shines so prominently in 
later accounts. What is remarkable, however, is the corruption, not of 
a single man, even of a single Pope, but of the whole Roman society. 
Powerful family interests maintained it; the imperial power might 
counterbalance them, and, as we have seen, the Papacy had been lately 
treated much as a German bishopric. In the Empire itself there had 
been a change; Conrad II had died (4s June 1039), and his son Henry III, 
a very different man, now held the sceptre. 

Whether it be true or not that, as Bonizo tells us, Peter the Arch- 
deacon became discontented and went to ask Henry’s interference, it is 
certain that in 1046 Henry came to Italy; German interests and the state 
of the Church alike incited him. At Pavia (25 October) he held a 
Council, and the denunciation of simony made there 2 by him gave the 
keynote of his policy, now, after Germany, to be applied to Italy and 
Rome itself. 

Henry was now a man of twenty- two, versed in business, trained to 
responsibilities and weighty decisions since his coronation at eleven. 

1 For a very probable genealogy see Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, 
pp. 28 sqq. The connexion explains but avoids Hildebrand’s alleged Jewish descent. 

2 Steindorff places here Henry’s discourse (giveii by ltodulf Glaber, ed. Proa, 
p. 183). Sec Steindorff, op. cit. pp. 309 sqq. and 497 sqq., followed by Hefele- 
Leclercq, iv, pp. 979 sqq- But see also Hauck, op. cit. m, p. 58 6, n. 3, who rightly 
holds the words not to be taken as an exact report. 
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The Emperor Henry III 


He had been carefully taught, but, while profiting from his teachers, had j 

also learnt to think and decide for himself. He had a high ideal fof his j 

kingly office; to a firm belief in righteousness he added a conception of [ 

his task and power such as Charlemagne had shewn. He was hailed, [ 

indeed, as a second Charlemagne, and like him as a second David, 
destined to slay the Goliath of simony. But in his private life he far 
surpassed the one and the other in purity. He saw, as he had declared 
at Constance and Treves (104$), the need of his realm for peace, but the 
peace was to come from his royal sway. 

He was every inch a king, but heart and soul a Christian king. Simony 
he loathed, and at one breath the atmosphere of Court and Church 
was to be swept clear of it. Inside the Church its laws were to bind not 
only others but himself as well: no son of a clerk, for instance, could 
hope for a bishopric under him, because this was a breach of law, and he 
told Richard of St Vannes that he sought only spiritually-minded men f 

for prelates. His father had been guilty of simony, but, at much loss 
to himself, he abstained from it ; his father had been harsh, but he J 

did not hesitate to reverse his decisions: thus he reinstated Aribert 
at Milan. But on the other hand, election by chapters, for bishoprics and I 

monasteries, was unknown: he himself made the appointments and made 
them well; in the ceremony of investiture he gave not only the staff but 
the ring. Synods he called at his will, and in them played much the part 
of Constantine at Nicaea. This was for Germany, and in Italy he played, 
or meant to play, the same part. The case of Widger of llavenna is 
significant. This canon of Cologne had been named as Archbishop of 
Ravenna (104.4), but when two years had passed he was still unconsecrated, 
although he wore episcopal robes at mass. He was summoned to the 
imperial court, and the German bishops were asked to decide his case. 

Wazo of Liege asserted that an Italian bishop could not be tried in 
Germany, but clearly to Henry the distinction meant nothing. Wazo 
also laid down the principle, of novel sound then although common later, 
that to the Pope they owed obedience, to the Emperor fealty; secular 
matters the one was to judge, ecclesiastical matters the other. Widger \s 
case, then, was for the Pope and Italy, not for Henry and Germany. 
Nevertheless, Henry gained his point and Widger had to return his ring 
and staff. It was doubly significant that the distinction between 
ecclesiastical and secular authority should be drawn by Wazo, for the 
king had no more devoted servant; he said once that if the Emperor put 
out his right eye he should still serve him with the left, and his acts, 
notably in defending the imperial rights around Liege even by force, 
answered to his words. He was the bishop, too, to whom, when he 
asserted the superiority of his episcopal anointing, Henry answered that 
he himself was also anointed. Here then, in the principles of Wazo, 
canonist, bishop, loyalist, and royal servant, but a clear thinker withal, 
were the signs of future conflict. In Henry’s own principles might be 
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seen something of the same unformed conflict, but with him they were 
reconciled in his own authority and power. 

Such was the king whom the scandals of the Papacy called from 
Germany, where for six years the Church had rapidly improved, to Rome, 
over which reformers grieved. Of Rome, Desiderius, Abbot of Monte 
Cassino and afterwards Pope as Victor III (1086-7), could write, although 
with the exaggeration of a critic: “the Italian priesthood, and among 
them most conspicuously the Roman pontiffs, were in the habit of defying 
all law and all authority; thus utterly confounding together things sacred 

and profane Few prelates kept themselves untainted with the vile 

pollution of simony; few, very few, kept the commandments of God or 
served him with upright hearts.” 

After his synod at Pavia, Henry III went on to Piacenza, where 
Gregory VI, the only Pope actually in powder, came to meet him and was 
received with fitting honour. Then in Roman Tuscany another synod 
was held at Sutri ; at this point later and conflicting accounts, papal and 
imperial, begin gravely to distort the evidence and the sequence of 
events 1 . At the synod the story of the payment made by Gregory VI for 
the Papacy was told ; he was most probably deposed, although a later 
pro-papal account made him resign of himself, as the bishops refused to 
judge him. Up to their interview at Piacenza Henry had treated him as 
the legitimate Pope, but afterwards there was certainly a change. The 
details of his accession were probably now more clearly unfolded; stress 
may have been laid upon them, and so Henry may have been influenced. 
It was not an unknown thing for an Emperor to remove a Pope. Another 
motive may also have influenced him. His second marriage to Agnes of 
Poitou, sound as a piece of policy, was within the prohibited degrees. It 
had caused some discussion in Germany 2 , but there no bishop, whatever 
he thought, cared to withstand a king so good. Probably at Rome it 
would be looked at more suspiciously, and to the eyes of a strict Pope 
might go against the coronation of the royal pair. We are reminded of 
the marriage of William the Conqueror ; both cases would at a later date 
have been rightly covered by a dispensation, but the law and its system 
of dispensations was only beginning to grow into shape. And Henry 
might naturally wish for a Pope who would support him without reserve, 
for such was his view of bishops generally. The exile, which Gregory was 
to pass in Germany up to his death (probably in October 1047), is a 
strange ending to an almost blameless life ; it can only be accounted for 

1 Here the reconstruction by R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, a fine 
piece of criticism, is followed. See also Steindorff’s Excursus, noted before, and 
G. B. Borino, L’elezione e la deposizione di Gregorio VI (Archivio della B. Soc. Rom. 
di Storia Patria, xxxix). 

2 See supra , Vol. in, pp. 283-4. The letters of Siegfried of Gorze, who would 
have had strong measures taken, to Poppo of Stablo and Bruno of Toul, in Giesebrecht, 
op. cit. n, Dokumente lOand 11. 
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by the fear of danger arising from him if he were left in Italy. The doubt 
about Henry’s marriage, and the recognition of Gregory VI as the true 
Pope, wide-spread in Italy and testified to by Wazo of Liege in Germany, 
might be used for trouble. 

But if Gregory was removed from the papal throne on the ground of 
an invalid title, either Benedict IX or Sylvester III must be the rightful 
Pope; the throne could hardly now be treated as vacant. Henry had 
doubtless made up his mind for a German Pope, who could be better 
relied on than an Italian ; Rome could well be treated as Milan or 
Ravenna had been, and a German Pope was a good precedent since the 
days of Gregory V. The claims of Benedict IX and even of Sylvester III 
were stirred into life, although they may not have been urged ; the 
story that they were considered at Sutri comes from later writers and is 
unlikely. It was probably in a synod at Rome (23-24 October) that 
Benedict was deposed; at one time he had certainly been a rightful, if an 
unrighteous, Pope, and so he must be legally deposed. Sylvester III, 
whose claims were weaker, disappeared into monastic retirement at 
Fruttuaria, and was, if dealt with at all, probably deposed in the same 
synod. 

The way was now clear, and Suidger of Bamberg, a worthy bishop, was 
chosen as Pope (Christmas 1046). Then, as Clement II, he crowned 
Henry and Agnes. We can judge of the degradation of the papal office, 
in spite of the enhanced appeal to it through the spread of Canon Law, 
by the refusal of Adalbert of Bremen to accept it on Henry’s offer; his 
own see, even apart from his special Baltic plans, seemed to be more im- 
portant. There was a show of election in the appointment, but the real 
power lay with Henry, who named Suidger with the approval of a large 
assembly; once again he treated an Italian bishopric, even that of Rome, 
as he would have done a German. Significant is the renunciation by the 
Romans of their election rights, which must be taken along with the title 
of Patrician given to Henry 1 2 . 

But the new state of things was not to pass without criticism. From 
Lower Lorraine came a curious and rather bitter tractate (De ordinctndo 
pontifice motor Gallicus) written late in 1047 s . It betrays some un- 
revealed discussion, and the writer urges the French bishops, who had 
not been consulted in the election of Clement, to stand aloof ; it was not 
for the Church to palter with the laws of marriage at the wish of a king. 
Evidently, therefore, Henry’s marriage was held to be of moment in the 
election. Even in Germany there were some who, like Siegfried of Gorze 
and like Wazo a little later, were uneasy. Siegfried had disliked the 
marriage, and Wazo protested to Henry, when he sought a successor to 

1 For the title see .< ntpra , Vol. iri, pp. 291, 305. 

2 Ed. by E. Dummler, MHG, Libelli de life, r, pp. 9 sqq. But it is to be dated, 
not as by Dummler in 1048, but late in 1047. See Sackur, Die Cluniacenser, xi, 
pp. 305 sqq. ; It. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI , pp. 29-30. 



Damasus II 


28 


Clement, that no Pope could be made while Gregory VI was still 
alive 1 . 

Clement II was worthy of his office, but his papacy was short, and so 
uneventful; he was overshadowed by the presence of the Emperor, whom 
he followed to southern Italy, but he held in January 104*7 a Council at 
Rome, where deposition was decreed against all simonists, while those 
ordained by a simonist bishop were to do forty days’ penance. Like pre- 
ceding Popes he was ready to excommunicate the Emperor’s foes, and the 
Beneventans, who refused admittance to the German army, were sufferers. 
But, setting a strange example to later Popes, he kept his old bishopric, 
to which, as u his sweetest bride,” he sent an affectionate letter, and where 
on his unexpected death (9 October 1047) his body was laid to rest (he 
was the only Pope buried in Germany); a widely -accepted rumour had 
it that his unexplained illness was due to poison administered in the 
interests of Benedict IX, and the same was said about his successor. It 
is certain, at any rate, that on 9 November Benedict returned to Rome, 
and, supported by the Marquess Boniface of Tuscany, kept his old office 
until July (1048). Neither Roman families nor Italian nobles would 
accept imperial control if they could help it. The power of Boniface now 
threatened to become dangerous : his grandfather Azzo owned Canossa, 
and his father Tedald, favoured by Henry II, had held Mantua, Ferrara, 
and other towns, and kept them faithful to the Emperors. Boniface at 
first followed his father’s policy and Conrad had given him the March of 
Tuscany. But his choice of a second wife, Beatrice, daughter of Frederick, 
Duke of Upper Lorraine, brought him into a wider sphere of politics. 
Distrust grew between him and the Emperor. At Rome he could injure 
the Emperor most, and hence his support of Benedict. The Romans, 
however, did not follow him; a deputation was sent to Henry at Pohlde 
seeking a new nomination, and Poppo, Bishop of Brixen, was chosen 
(Christmas 1047). But Boniface, although Henry’s representative in 
Italy, at first refused to lead the new Pope to Rome, and only renewed 
orders brought him to obedience; then at length he expelled Benedict IX, 
and the new Pope was enthroned as Damasus II (17 July 1048). On 
9 August he too died at Palestrina, after a pontificate of only twenty- 
three days ; poison was again suspected, although malaria may have been 
the cause. It was no wonder that the deputation which again visited 
Germany found the papal throne little desired. They suggested Halinard 
of Lyons 2 , much beloved in Rome, where he had sojourned long. But 
he did not accept, even if Henry offered it. At Worms the Emperor 
chose a relative of his own, Bruno of Toul, and so there began a papacy 
which was to change even the unchanged Rome itself. 

1 Wazo, Sententia de Gregorio VI, in Watterich, Vitae Pontificum, i, pp. 79-80, 
quoted from Anselm of Liege, 

2 It seems better, with Hauck and others, to place the suggestion of Halinard 
here, and not earlier. 
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Leo IX as Bishop of Tout 


Bruno, Bishop of Toul, was son of Hugo, Count of Egisheim, and 
related to Conrad II, who destined him for rich preferment. Herman of 
Toul died on 1 April 1026, and the clergy and citizens at once chose for 
successor Bruno, who was well known to them but was then with the 
army of Conrad II in Italy. The Emperor hinted at a refusal in hope of 
better things, but the unanimous election seemed to the young ecclesiastic 
a call from God; there had been no secular influence at work on his be- 
half, and so to Toul, a poor bishopric, often disturbed by border wars, he 
determined to go. 

The future Pope had been born 21 June 1002, and, as destined for the 
Church, was sent to a school at Toul, noted equally for its religious spirit 
and its aristocratic pupils. His parents were religious and devoted 
patrons of monasteries in Alsace, and at Toul reforming tendencies, due 
to William of Dijon, were strong, while an earlier bishop, Gerard (963- 
994), was revered as a saint; the young man, learned and literary, became 
a canon of Toul, and although not a monk had a deep regard for 
St Benedict, to whose power he attributed his recovery from an illness. 
From Toul he passed to the chapel of the king, and as deputy for 
Herman led the vassals of the bishopric with Conrad; in military affairs 
he shewed ability, and was, from his impressive figure, his manners and 
activity, liked by many besides Conrad and Gisela. His acceptance of 
Toul seemed to others a self-denial, but even its very poverty and 
difficulties drew him. He was not consecrated until 9 September 1027, 
as Poppo of Treves wished to impose a stricter form of oath upon his 
suffragan, and not until Conrad’s return did the dispute end by the 
imposition of the older form. This difficulty cleared, Bruno devoted him- 
self to his diocese: monastic reform in a city where monasteries were 
unusually important was a necessity, and to this he saw; the city lay open 
to attacks from the Count of Champagne, and Bruno had often occasion 
to use his military experience, inherited and acquired. Thus, like the 
best bishops of his day, notably Wazo of Liege, he was a good vassal to 
the Emperor and a defender of the Empire. On the ecclesiastical side, 
too, he had that love of the past which gave a compelling power to 
historic traditions; it was he who urged Widerieh, Abbot of St Evre, to 
write a life of his predecessor, St Gerard; as a pilgrim to the apostolic 
threshold, he often went to Home. In diplomacy he was versed and use- 
ful : in Burgundian politics he had taken a share; he had helped to 
negotiate the peace with France in 1032. As a worthy bishop with 
many-sided interests and activities he was known far beyond his diocese, 
and even in countries besides his own. 

Christmas 1048 Bruno spent at Toul, and then, accompanied by other 
bishops and by Hildebrand, the follower of Gregory VI, he went to Rome. 
It was a journey with the details of which clerical and partisan romance 
afterwards made itself busy. But an election at Rome was usual and, 
to Leo more than to other men, necessary. As before at Toul, his 
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path must be plain before him. Only when accepted by his future flock 
could he begin his work, although the real choice had been the Emperor's. 
Leo moved along a path he had already trodden, and he needed no 
Hildebrand, with the warning of an older prophet, to guide his steps. 
Already he knew a bishop’s duty and the needs of the Church. He now 
passed into a larger world, even if he kept his former see up to August 
1051 : his aims and his spirit were already set, only he was now to work 
on an international field; reading, travel, diplomacy, and episcopal work 
had trained him into a strong, enlightened statesman, of fixed principles 
and piety, clear as to the means he ought to use. Church reform had be- 
gun in many places and under many leaders; its various forms had been 
tending to coherence in principles and supports, removal of abuses, and 
recognition of Canon Law. Taught by these, many eyes had turned 
to Rome. Rut guidance had been lacking thence, and abuses had 
flourished to excess. Leo IX was to bring to the movement guidance; 
he was to give it a coherence based on papal leadership and power. We 
find under him all the former elements of the movement welded together, 
and re-interpreted by a Pope who knew what the Papacy could do. 
Hence came its new strength. His papacy is marked by its many 
Councils, held not only at Rome but also far afield: Rome (after Easter 
1049), Pavia (Whitsuntide), Rheims (October), May ence (October), Rome 
(Easter 1050), Salerno, Siponto, Vereelli (September 1050), Rome (.Easter 
1051), Mantua (February 1053), Rome (Easter) 1 . But this itinerary gives 
little idea of his travels; on his route from place to place he made visits 
of political importance, such as to Lorraine, and southern Italy, and 
even to Hungary ; everywhere he strove to rouse the Church, and 
incidentally composed political or ecclesiastical strifes. Details are 
wanting for some of these councils, but we must assume that in all of 
them decrees against simony and clerical marriage, often spoken of as 
concubinage (which was sometimes the truth), were issued. At the Roman 
Council of 1049 simony was much discussed; guilty bishops were deposed, 
and one of them, Kilian of Sutri, while trying to clear himself by false 
witness, fell like another Ananias and died soon afterwards. There was a 
like incident later at Rheims, when the innocent Archbishop of Besan^on, 
pleading for the guilty and much accused Hugh of Langres, suddenly lost 
his voice. It was ascribed to a miracle by St Remy (Remigius), but such 
details shew how personal responsibility was now being pressed home on 
the bishops. There was a suggestion that ordinations by simonist bishops 
should be declared null, and it is sometimes said that Leo decreed they 
were so 2 . This, as it was urged, would have made almost a clean sweep 

1 An account of Leo’s councils is given in Hefele-Leclercq, iv, pp. 995 sqq., with 
a very full bibliography for the reign; points of chronology, etc., are discussed, 

2 For a full discussion see Saltet, Les Reordinations , Paris, 1907, pp. 181 sqq. and 
note, p. 408. The evidence comes from Peter Damian, and the difficulty lies in the 
translation of his “tanquam noviter ordinavit. ” I agree with the text of the Abbe 
Saltet, and am not convinced by his note correcting his views as given there. 

. '' oh. x - ■' 
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The Council of Rheims 


of the Roman clergy, for many Popes of late had been simoniacal. 
Finally it was settled on the lines laid down by Clement II that a penance of 
forty days met the case. But Leo brought up the matter again in 1050 
and 1051, and on the last date he bade the bishops seek light from God. 
In the Curia there were different views. Peter Damian insisted that the 
acts of simoniacal bishops were valid, and he supported this by the assertion 
that some of them had worked miracles; Cardinal Humbert, on the other 
hand, went strongly on the other side. The two men were foremost in rival 
schools of thought, divided by opinions on other matters also. Peter 
Damian, for instance, welcomed the help of pious kings like Henry III, 
while Humbert held any lay interference in Church affairs an outrage. 
Strife on this matter was to grow keener, and the fortune of battle is 
recorded as by an index in the treatment of sxmonist ordinations. There 
was a side issue in the question whether simony was not a heresy, as the 
musician-monk Guido of Arezzo suggested; if it were, simonist ordi- 
nations, according to received doctrine, would be automatically void. 

The Council of Rheims (3 October 1049) was of special importance. In 
France local conditions varied: here the king and there a great vassal 
controlled episcopal appointments, but everywhere simony was rife. It 
arose, however, not as in Germany from the policy of one central power, 
based upon a general principle of law or administration; it was a wide- 
spread abuse of varied local origin to be attacked in many individual cases. 
The needed reform was now to be preached on French soil by the Pope 
himself; it was to be enforced with all the authority given to the Pope 
by the Canon Law, genuine or forged; it appealed to ancient decisions, 
such as that of Chalcedon (canon II, repeated at Paris in 829), against 
simony, whether in ordinations or in ecclesiastical appointments, and 
such as those enforcing attendance at councils, which were henceforth 
commoner. The appearance of a Pope with definite claims to obedience 
was thus emphasised by an appeal to the deficient but reviving sense of 
corporate life. And, when the synod had done its work, the appeal was 
driven home by the summons of guilty bishops to Rome, and by the 
Pope’s bold guardianship of free elections against royal interference, as in 
the case of Sens (1049) and Le Puy (1053), and Henry I shewed himself 
fairly complaisant. 

But a German Pope was by no means welcome in France; national 
diplomacy rather than a fear of papal authority made Henry I look 
askance on the assembly at Rheims. The consecration of the new abbey 
church of St Remy was the occasion of Leo’s visit, but the king, by sum- 
moning his episcopal vassals to service in a well-timed campaign, made their 
attendance at the synod difficult, and so many held aloof. An attack 
upon simony was the first and main business, and after an allocution the 
bishops one by one were called upon to declare their innocence of it. To 
do this was notoriously difficult for Guy, the local Archbishop, and the 
Bishops of Langres, Nevers, Coutances, and Nantes were in the same plight. 
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The archbishop promised to clear himself at Rome the next Easter, 
which he may have done; the much-accused Hugh of Langres fled and 
was excommunicated; Pudicus of Nantes was deposed; the two others 
cleared themselves of suspicion. The Archbishop of Sens, and the Bishops 
of Beauvais and Amiens, were excommunicated for non-attendance with 
insufficient reason. The canons enjoined election by clergy and people 
for bishops and abbots, forbade the sale of orders, safeguarded clerical 
dues but prohibited fees for burials, eucharists, and service to the sick; 
some canons recalled the objects of the Truce of God, and others dealt 
with infringements of the marriage law. If the synod had been in itself 
and in many ways, and above all in its vigorous reforms, an expression of 
the Church’s corporate life, it also drove home with unexpected energy 
the lesson of individual responsibility. The new Papacy as a means of 
reform had justified itself in a hitherto disorderly field. Summonses to 
Rome, attendance at Roman synods, and the visits of Roman legates to 
France, were to secure for the future the gains that Leo had made 
possible. 

From Rheims the Pope passed by way of Verdun, Mete, and Treves, to 
Mayence, where (in October) a large Council was held. Here simony and 
clerical marriage were sternly condemned. Adalbert of Bremen and other 
bishops after their return home enforced these decrees with varying 
strictness, but without much success; Adalbert drove wives of clerics from 
his city to the country outside. But the unhappy fact that a few of the 
bishops, and notably Sigebod of Spires, were not above moral reproach 
gave Bardo of Mayence, who was named legate, a difficult task. On 
leaving Germany, Leo visited Alsace and Lorraine, having with him 
Humbert, a monk of Moyenmoutier in the Vosges; he was designed for a 
new arch-see in Sicily, but that not being created he was named Cardinal- 
bishop of Silva Candida. It was doubtless meant that he was to help Leo 
in the plans already forming against the Normans in southern Italy. 
Then, whether before or after the Easter Council at Rome (1050) it 
is hal’d to say, Leo went to southern Italy where matters religious and 
secular needed attention. At the outset of his reign an embassy, it is 
said 1 , from Benevento had begged for his help ; there was another embassy 
in 1052, and probably an intermediate one. And one of the legates whom 
Leo sent to report upon the situation was Cardinal Humbert. In his own 
visit of 1050 Leo held Councils at Salerno and at Siponto, in the Norman 
territory; here the customary decrees were made and some simoniacal 
bishops deposed. The Easter Council at Rome (1050) was largely 
attended, as was becoming usual, fifty-five bishops and thirty-two abbots 

1 By his archdeacon and biographer, Wibert of Toul; this is the oldest life of 
Leo, and is written in the older panegyrical style, but is a sound authority tor de- 
tailed events ; like the other biographies of the time, it shews the influence of the 
Cluniac spirit. See Giesebrecht, op. tit. rr, p. 666 ; Wilbert's Life of Leo in Muratori, 
RR.II.SS. Ed. i, in, pp. 282 sqq., and iii Watterich, i, pp. 127-170. 
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being present. Guido of Milan successfully cleared himself from a 
charge of simony, but his very appearance to do so marked, much as 
similar trials at Rheims and Mayence, a triumph for papal power. But, 
unhappily for Guido, the struggle for precedence between him and 
Hundred of Ravenna ended in his being wounded so severely as to be 
healed only on his return by the miraculous help of St Ambrose. But 
Humfred himself offended by words against the Pope, for which he was 
excommunicated at the Council of Vercelli, and his forgiveness at Augs- 
burg (February 1051) was followed by a somewhat dramatic death. The 
very stars seemed to fight against Leo’s foes, and submissions to his com- 
mands became more general. 

It is needless to follow the later councils of Leo; they were all part of 
the policy so strikingly begun. A few fresh matters appear in them, 
mingled with the old: at Vercelli (1 September 1050) the heresy of 
Berengar, previously discussed in the Roman Council of the same year, 
was brought up afresh and was to come up again and again. It was an 
outcome, almost inevitable, of the varied and growing movements of the 
day. 

From Vercelli Leo went by way of Burgundy and Lorraine to Germany, 
only coming back to Rome for the Easter Council of 1051. He wished 
to get the Emperor’s support for a Norman campaign, but the advice of 
Gebhard of Eichstadt (afterwards Victor II) swayed Henry against it. 
Then later in the year he visited southern Italy, whither he had already 
sent Cardinal Humbert and the Patriarch of Aquileia as legates. His 
plans almost reached a Crusade; he wished for help both from Henry and 
the Emperor Constantine IX (1042-1055); he had visions of a papal 
supremacy which should extend to the long-severed East. Hence a cam- 
paign against the Normans and negotiations with Constantinople were 
combined. Benevento, whence the citizens had driven the Lombard 
Princes, and which Leo now visited, was at Worms (autumn 1052) in a 
later visit to Germany given to the Papacy in exchange for Bamberg. 
Leo IX therefore, like many a Pope, has been called, though for services 
further afield, the founder of the Temporal Power. On his return from 
the south, Councils at Mantua (February 1053), where opposition to the 
decrees for celibacy raised a Lombard riot, and at Rome (Easter) followed; 
at the latter, the rights of the Patriarch of Grado over Venice and Istria 
were confirmed, and to the see of Foroiulium (Udine), where the Patriarch 
of Aquileia had taken refuge after the destruction of his city by the Lom- 
bards, was now left only Lombard territory. These measures are to be 
taken along with the Pope’s Eastern plans, in the general policy and military 
preparations for which Hildebrand had a share. But the host, like other 
crusading forces, was strangely composed, and the battle of Civitate, which 
was to have crowned everything, brought only disaster and disappoint- 
ment. An honourable captivity with the Normans at Benevento made 
warfare, against which Peter Damian raised a voice, impossible, hut Leo 
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could still carry on correspondence and negotiations. The story of the 
papal embassy to Constantinople, whence help was expected more hope- 
fully than from Germany, has been told elsewhere 1 . The three legates, 
Cardinal Humbert, Frederick of Lorraine, Cardinal and Chancellor, and 
Peter, Bishop of Amalfi, had small success, and the breach between the 
Churches of the East and of the West only became wider and more lasting. 
Constantine IX had hoped by conquering the Normans to revive his 
failing dominion over southern Italy, where the Catapan Argyrus was as 
anti-Norman as Leo himself. But Michael Cerularius, Patriarch since 
March 1043, had his own large views, carried into politics with much 
ability, and a natural dislike of the now more strongly-urged Homan 
claims. Constantinople for many centuries had jealously maintained its 
independence of Rome; it knew nothing of the Forged Decretals, while 
Canon Law, Church customs, and ritual were now taking separate paths 
in East and W est. Eastern Emperor and Eastern Patriarch thus had very 
different interests and views about Leo’s designs. The fortune of war 
favoured the Patriarch, for Argyrus, like Leo, was routed in Italy 
(February 1053), and the negotiations at Constantinople came to worse 
than naught. 

But the end of a great papal reign was near. Sick in heart and health, 
Leo left Benevento (12 March 1054), slowly travelling to the Rome 
where he had dwelt so little but which he tried to make so great. Before 
his death he besought the Romans to keep from perjury, forbidden 
marriages, and robbery of the Church; he absolved all whom he had 
excommunicated; he prayed for the Church and for the conversion of 
Benedict IX and his brothers, who had set up simony over nearly all the 
world. Then (19 April 1054) he died. 

There seems to us a contrast between the more political schemes of his 
later and the reforming work of his earlier years. But to him they were 
both part of the task to which he had been called. To breathe a new 
spirit into the Church and to extend its power were both to make it more 
effective in its duty. Even his warfare for the Church was merely 
doing as Pope what had been part of his recognised duty as Bishop 
of Toul. And his papal reign made a new departure. His conciliar and 
legislative activity had been great, even if, amid the pressure of large 
events and policies, it slackened, like that of Gregory VII, before the end. 
He brought bishops more generally into varied touch with Rome. He 
renewed the papal intercourse and growing control for many lands, 
such as Hungary and England. He made Adalbert of Bremen (1053) 
Papal Vicar for his Baltic lands, with power to form new sees, even 
“ regibus invitis.” Much that he had begun was carried further by later 
Popes, and great as it was in itself his pontificate was perhaps even 
greater as an example and an inspiration. Under the influence of reform 
in Germany, of his own training, his own piety, and his devotion to the 
1 Supra, Vol. iv, pp. 265 sqq. 
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Church, he had shewn, as Bishop of Toul, a high conception of a bishops 
office. He brought the same to Rome, and with wider and more historic 
responsibilities he formed a like conception for the Papacy. His friend 
and almost pupil Hildebrand was wont 1 , we are told, to dwell upon the 
life of Leo, and the things which tended to the glory of the Roman 
Church. One great thing above all he did in raising the College of 
Cardinals, which succeeding Popes, and notably Stephen IX, carried further. 
His very travels, and the councils away from Rome at which he presided, 
brought home to men the place and jurisdiction of the Papacy which was 
being taught then by the Canon Law. These councils were now attended 
not only by bishops but also by abbots, in quickly increasing numbers ; 
first by such as those of Cluny and Monte Cassino, and then by others, 
until at Rheims (1049) about fifty appeared and at Rome (1050) thirty- 
two. Many abbots were now privileged to wear mitres and to ordain; 
attendance at councils was thus natural. They formed a solid phalanx 
of reformers, and the nucleus of a papal majority. Thus his pontificate 
abounded in beginnings upon which future days were to build. He 
brought the Papacy, after its time of degradation, and with the best 
impulses of a new day, into a larger field of work and power. 

Leo IX left his mark in many ways upon following reigns. The 
central direction of the Western Church continues, although with some 
fluctuations of policy and persons, while the improved organisation 
enables us to see it in the documents now more carefully preserved. The 
Chancery, upon which fell much work due to the new and wide-spread 
activity of the Popes, was re-organised by him after the model of the im- 
perial Chancery 2 . After his time the signatures of witnesses often appear, 
and so we can see who were the chief advisers of the Pope; this we can con- 
nect with the growing importance of the cardinals. Papal activities are 
seen in the number of privileges to monasteries, and many documents shew 
a diligent papal guardianship of clerical and monastic property. Rome 
is kept closely in touch with many lands 3 , leading prelates are informed 
of papal wishes and decrees. A continuity of policy and of care for 
special districts can also he traced in series of letters, such as those to 
Rheims. 

Leo’s reforming policy was carried on. Conciliar decrees upon clerical 
celibacy were repeated, and simony, sometimes forbidden afresh, like 
marriage, met with new punishment. The policy is much the same, and 
it is still more directed by Rome. But one difference between him and 

1 So Bruno of Segni, Vita Leonis IX , in Watte rich, Vitae Pontificum, x, p. 97. 

2 Privileges, grants or confirmation of rights to property or jurisdiction, took 
under liim a new form, and are distinguished from letters. See R. JL. Poole, 
Lectures on the History of the Papal Chancery and Imperial Influences mi the Forms of 
Papal Documents {Brit. Acad . vin). Sovereignty and control thus entered into a 
new and larger field. 

8 E.g. England under Edward the Confessor, Dalmatia, France. 
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his successors soon appears, and slowly grows. He had worked well with 
the Emperor, but the new spirit breathed into the Papacy brought, with 
a new self-consciousness, a wish for independence. This was natural, and 
harmonised with the new feeling, intensified by Canon Law, that the 
hierarchy of the Church should not be entangled with that of the State. 
About the difficult application of this principle, views began to differ. 
The papal reigns to which we pass shew us the gradual disentanglement 
of these rival principles amid the clash of politics. 

But Leo’s successor was long in coming, and the exact course of 
events is somewhat doubtful. Gebhard of Eichstadt had been a trusted 
counsellor of Henry, he had thwarted the hopes of Leo for large help 
against the Normans, and now at length he became Pope. The Em- 
peror might well hesitate to part with such a friend, and the prospect 
of the impoverished Papacy in difficult Italy was not enticing. Here as 
in the case of Leo IX the real decision lay with Henry. Gebhard’s 
elevation was settled in the last months of 1054, and he was received and, 
as Victor II, enthroned “hilariter ” at Rome (13 April 1055). 

The Norman victory, and another event, had altered affairs in Italy. 
Boniface of Tuscany, whose power and policy were threatening to Pope 
and Emperor alike, was assassinated on 6 May 1052, and his widow 
Beatrice married (1054) the dangerous and ambitious Godfrey the 
Bearded, the exiled Duke of Lorraine, who had been administering her 
estates. Hence arose difficulties with Henry 1 . He was needed in Italy; 
in April he was in Verona, at Easter in Mantua. In spite of her defence 
he put Beatrice and her only remaining child Matilda in prison. Godfrey 
fled across the Alps, and his brother Frederick, lately returned from 
Constantinople, took refuge at the fortress-monastery of Monte Cassino; 
here (May-June 1057) he became abbot, after a short but fervid 
monastic career entered upon under the influence of Desiderius. At 
Whitsuntide (4 June 1055) Pope and Emperor were present at a council 
in Florence. Before leaving Italy Henry gave to the Pope Spoleto and 
Camerino, as well as making him Imperial Vicar in Italy. This may 
throw light on Henry’s choice of Gebhard and also his alleged pro- 
mise to restore papal rights. But on 5 October 1056 the great Emperor 
died. The removal of a strong hand brought new responsibilities to the 
Pope, his old adviser and friend. 

Victor II, like Leo, dwelt little in Rome; he left it at the end of 1055 
and travelled slowly to Germany; he was by Henry’s death-bed at 
Botfeld, and he buried him at Spires. Then at Aix-la-Chapelle he 
enthroned the young king Henry IV ; his presence and experience were 
valuable to the Empress Agnes, now Regent, and he was able to clear her 
path and his own by a reconciliation with Godfrey, who was allowed to 
take the place of Boniface. By Lent 1057 Victor was in Rome to hold 
the usual council. Then he left the city for Monte Cassino to bring the 
1 See supra, Vol. in, pp. 298-9. 
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stubborn monastery, which had elected an Abbot Peter without consult- 
ing Pope or Emperor, into accord with the Papacy. The elevation of the 
Cardinal-deacon Frederick to be its abbot and also Cardinal-priest of 
St Chrysogonus (14 June) marked a reconciliation, significant ecclesi- 
astically and politically. In July Monte Cassino was left for a journey 
towards Rheims, where a great Council was to be held. But Victor’s death 
at Arezzo (28 July 1057) removed from the Empire a pillar of peace, and 
left the Church without a head. In those days of stress, workers who 
really faced their task rarely lived long. He was buried, not at Eichstadt 
as he and his old subjects would have wished, but at Ravenna. 

It is not so easy to sketch the character of Victor II as to record his 
doings. As a young man he had been chosen bishop almost incidentally by 
Henry III, who may have judged rightly his powers of steady service. 
The Eichstadt chronicles tell us that as a young man he did nothing 
puerile; it is also true that as an old man he did nothing great. But 
neither as German bishop nor as Pope did he ever fail in diligence or 
duty: his earlier reputation was gained rather as servant of the State 
than as prelate of the Church; as Imperial Vicar he might have brought 
peace to Italy as he had to Germany and its infant king. But death 
prevented his settling the Norman difficulty; there is no reason to think 
that he had forsaken his former view which had crossed that of Leo IX. 
His dealings with Monte Cassino, always strongly anti-Norman, had 
given him a new base upon which he could rely for peace as easily as for 
war. His work was sound but was not completed. He seems to us an 
official of many merits, but confidence was the only thing he inspired. He 
was no leader with policies and phrases ready; he was only a workman 
who needed not to be ashamed. 

On 2 August 1057, the festival of Pope Stephen I, Frederick of 
Lorraine was elected Pope 1 , and took the name of Stephen IX 2 . He was 
in Rome when the news of Victor’s death came, and was asked to suggest 
a successor; he named Humbert, three Italian bishops, and Hildebrand. 
Then, when asked to be Pope himself, he unwillingly accepted. He was no 
imperialist like Victor, and he was, like the monks of his abbey, strongly 
anti-Norman. Above all he was an ecclesiastic, heart and soul. Moreover, 
he was freely elected at Rome; not until December was a deputation sent 
to inform the German Court; there was no whisper of kingly recognition 
and indeed there was no Emperor; he was elected, as a German chronicler 
complains,, rege. igrigrante, although the circumstances may account for 
this. 

The new Pope had been a canon at Liege. His riches, increased by 
gifts at Constantinople, made him popular, but he was a monk of deep 

1 He kept Ins abbacy as preceding Popes their sees. Victor IPs successor 
Gunther was only elected to Eiehstiidt on 20 August 1057. 

2 Sometimes called Stephen X. See R. L. Poole, The Names and Nmnbers of 
medieval Papes, EUR, xxxxr, pp. 465 sqq. For our period, pp. 471-2. 
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conviction. His short papacy leaves room for conjecture as to what with 
longer days he might have done. There were rumours that he meant to 
make Duke Godfrey Emperor, but he differed very widely from his more 
secular-minded brother. Like his predecessors he did not stay long in 
Rome; he soon left it for Monte Cassino, which he reached at the end of 
November; he arranged for Desiderius to be abbot after his death, but 
meanwhile to be sent on an embassy to Constantinople. The shadow of 
death was already on the Pope, when in February 1 058 be went to Rome. 
Before this he had sent representatives, of whom Hildebrand was one, to 
Germany, probably to announce his election. Now he resolved to meet 
his brother, but before he set out he gathered together the cardinal- 
bishops and other clergy of Rome with the burghers. Ide told them he 
knew that after his death men would arise among them who lived for 
themselves, who did not follow the canons but, though laymen, wished 
to reach the papal throne. Then they took an oath not to depart from 
the canons and not to assent to a breach of them by others. He also bound 
them in ease of his death to take no steps before Hildebrand’s arrival. 
Then he set out for Tuscany, but on 29 March 1058 died at Florence 
where he was buried. Weakness and sickness had long been his lot; it was 
needless to attribute his death to poison given by an emissary from Rome. 

It is clear that Pope Stephen’s thoughts were intent upon the Normans; 
what support Hildebrand had gained from the Empress-regent we 
do not know, and the Pope himself was eagerly awaiting his legate’s 
return. What further help and of what kind he was to gain from Duke 
Godfrey was even more uncertain. A policy of peace, such as Victor II 
had adopted, had more to recommend it than had one of war; Monte 
Cassino was under papal control, and all the cards were in the papal 
hand. The hurried fever of a dying man made for haste, but death was 
even quicker. Stephen’s papacy ended amid great possibilities. 

But one thing was certain: any line taken would be towards the con- 
tinued reform of the Church. Stephen had drawn more closely around 
him able and determined reformers. Peter Damian he called to be 
Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, a post from which that thorough monk recoiled. 
He had been unwilling to pass from his beloved Fonte-Avellana to Ocri 
where Leo IX had made him prior; the sins of the monks filled him with 
horror, and now he shrank even more from the open world which did not 
even profess the monastic rule. The Pope had to appeal to his obedience 
and even to threaten excommunication. So Damian was consecrated at 
Rome in November 1057, under pressure which he held to be almost 
uncanonical. He was called from his diocese in 1059 to enforce the 
programme of discipline at Ambrosian Milan; with him was to go the 
active reformer Anselm, Bishop of Lucca. To their embassy we must 
return later. It is enough to notice here that Milan was thus brought 
into the papal sphere; Guido, its Archbishop, was ordered on 9 December 
1057 to appear at the papal Court to discuss the situation. 
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At length in 1070 Peter Damian gained his release from Alexander II 
so that hecould return to his beloved penitential desert. But his cardinalate 
he kept and his influence he never lost. As legate, however, he brought 
his personal power into fresh fields: he was sent to difficult Milan in 
1057; to France in 1063 to settle the dispute between Drogo of Macon 
and the exempted Cluny; and as an old man of 62 to Germany in 1069 
to handle the suggested divorce of Henry IV and Bertha. Each mission 
was a triumph for his firmness or, as he would have preferred to say, for the 
laws of the Church. The employment of legates to preside at councils 
superseded the heroic attempts of Leo IX to do so in person; the 
reverence owed to the Apostolic See was paid to its legates. So we have 
Humbert’s legateship to Benevento in 1051 and to Ravenna in 1053; 
that of Hildebrand to France in 1055, when he not only, as Damian tells 
us, deposed six bishops for simony but, as he himself told Desiderius, saw 
the simonist Archbishop of Lyons smitten dumb as he strove to finish the 
Gloria with the words “and to the Holy Ghost.” With the same great aim, 
Victor II named the Archbishops of Arles and Aix his permanent Vicars for 
southern France. Leo IX solemnly placed a mitre on the head of Bardo of 
Treves to mark him as Primate of Gallia Belgica (12 March 1019), on 
29 June 1049 gave Herman of Cologne the pallium 1 and cross, on 6 January 
1053 gave the pallium and mitre to Adalbert of Bremen as Papal Vicar for 
the north, and on 18 October 1052 gave the pallium and the use of a special 
mitre to the Archbishop of Mayence; on 25 April 1057 Victor confirmed 
the privileges of Treves, and gave the mitre and pallium to Ravenna. 
The papal power was thus made more and more the mainspring of the 
Church. Metropolitans became the channels of papal power. To the 
Papacy men looked for authority, and from it they received honours 
which symbolised authority. Grants of the pallium to other sees extended 
the process, and other marks of honour, such as the white saddle-cloths 
of Roman clerics, were given and prized. The eleventh century, like the 
tenth, was one in which this varied taste for splendour, borrowed from 
the past, was liberally indulged. The mitre, papal and episcopal, was 
being more generally used and was altering in shape, and its growth 
illustrates a curious side of our period 8 . Laymen shared the tastes of 

1 The pallium was given from the fifth century to archbishops named as Vicars 
of the Roman Patriarch. In the eighth century it was given to other metropolitans. 
Originally it was an honorary decoration given by the Emperor, and then acquired 
an ecclesiastical meaning. It was an age in which, as all evidence shews, decora- 
tion and robes, splendid and symbolic, were valued and sought after; diplomatically 
bestowed by the Popes they gratified the recipients and enhanced the papal power. 
See for the eighth century the letters between Pope Zacharies and Boniface in 
S. Bonifacii at Lulli Epistolae, MGH, Bpp. SeL i (ed. Tangl), pp. 80-205. 

2 The mitre probably originated in the Phrygian cap, a secular sign of honour 
supposed to be given to the Popes by the Donation of Constantine and worn ad 
imitatiomm imperii. About the middle of the eleventh century it was used liturgic- 
ally and not only in secular processions. I'he whole development, use, and inter- 
pretation are interesting. See Sachsee, Tiara und Mitra der Pdpste, ZKG, xxxiv, 
pp. 481 sqq.; Duchesne, Christian Worship (Engl, transl.), p. 398. 
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churchmen; Benzo’s vivid picture of “the Roman senate” wearing head- 
dresses akin to the mitre charmed the pencil of a medieval chronicler. 

The death of Stephen IX gave the Roman nobles, restless if submissive 
under imperial control and papal power, a wished-for chance. Empire 
and Papacy were now somewhat out of touch, and other powers, Tuscan 
and Norman, had arisen in Italy. Gerard, Count of Galeria, formed a 
party with Tusculan and Crescentian help, burst into the city by night, 
5 April 1058, and elected John Mincius, Cardinal-bishop of Velletri, as 
Benedict X 1 ; and money played its part in the election. The name was 
significant, but the Pope himself, more feeble than perverse, had previously 
been open to no reproach 2 ; he had been made cardinal by Leo IX, and 
on the death of Victor II had been suggested by Stephen himself as a 
possible Pope. Reform had thus made great strides between Benedict IX 
and Benedict X. Some of the cardinals were afar, Humbert in Florence, 
and Hildebrand on his way from Germany 3 , whither he had gone, a little 
late, to announce the election of Stephen. But as a body they were now 
more coherent, less purely Roman, and more ecclesiastical ; they declared 
against Benedict, threatening him with excommunication, and fled the 
city. Then they gathered together in Tuscany and consulted at leisure 
on another choice. In the end they settled on a Burgundian, Gerard 
Bishop of Florence, a sound and not too self-willed prelate of excellent 
repute, favoured by Duke Godfrey 4 and not likely to take a line of his 
own. Besides the help of Godfrey the approval of the Empress Agnes 
was sought. Even in Rome itself there was a party against Benedict, 
headed by Leo de Benedicto Christiano 5 , a rich citizen, son of a Jewish 
convert, influential in the Trastevere and in close touch with Hildebrand; 
they sent a deputation to the Empress Agnes at Augsburg, pleading that 
the election of Benedict had been due to force. As a result Duke Godfrey 
was ordered to lead the cardinals’ nominee to Rome. Gerard was elected 
at Siena, probably in December 1058, by the cardinals, together with 
high ecclesiastics and nobles, and chose the name of Nicholas II fi . His old 
see he kept until his death. Then an approach was made towards Rome ; 
a synod was held at Sutri. Leo de Benedicto opened the Trastevere 

1 On the election and date see Hefele-Leclercq, iv, pp. 1133 sqq. 

2 The invective of Peter Damian against him judges after the election. For it 
see Watterich, i, pp. 204-5. 

3 Less probably in Germany itself. But see Hefele-Leclercq, iv, p. 1134, note 2. 

4 In war against Ancona he was helped by a papal excommunication of the 
opposing citizens. Thus the Papacy was useful to him. Peter Damian did not 
approve this action of the Pope {Ep. i, 7). See Langen, m, pp. 528-9. 

5 From his son Peter his descendants were known as the Pierleoni. On him see 
Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, pp. 23 sqq.; he was probably connected by 
marriage with Hildebrand’s mother. 

0 For an election near 6 December (St Nicholas’ Day), the choice of name was 
natural. Martens wrongly assumes a reference to Nicholas I. A Pope chose his 
own name, from the time of John XVI (983) whose baptismal name was Peter (see 
Poole, EHR, xxxix, pp. 459 sqq.). 
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to them, and Benedict X fled for a few days to Passarano and thence 
to Galeria, where for three months he was besieged by the Normans under 
Richard of A versa. Nicholas was enthroned on 84 January 1059; and 
the captured Benedict was deposed, stripped of his vestments, and 
imprisoned in the hospitium of the church of Sant 1 * Agnese 1 . His name 
was long left in the papal lists, and he was not an anti-Pope in the ordinary 
sense until Nicholas II was elected 8 . The choice of Gerard had removed 
the election of a Pope from the purely Roman sphere to one of wider 
importance, and the alliance with the Normans, brought about by the 
help of Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Cassino, gave the Pope a support 
independent of the Empire or Rome. In all these negotiations Hilde- 
brand played a great part 3 . In the interval between his enthronement 
and the Easter Council, Nicholas visited Spoleto, Farfa, and Osimo, and 
at the last place on 6 March 1059 appointed Desiderius as cardinal. 
In Italy, after the Easter Council at Rome, he held a Council at Melfi, 
where decrees on clerical celibacy were repeated stringently, and the 
famous peace was made with the Normans 4 . Then he returned to Rome, 
accompanied by a Norman army, and the papal sovereignty was enforced. 
The Norman alliance, and the celebrated decree on papal elections, worked 
together, and a new era began. 

A great Council of 113 bishops was held on 14 April 1059 at the 
Lateran 5 * * . Earlier decrees had broadly regulated the election of a Pope; 
Stephen III (769) and Stephen IV (868-3) had anathematised anyone 
contesting an election made by priests, prelates, and the whole clergy of 
the Roman Church. Otto I had renewed the settlement of Lothar I (884), 
by which the election was to be made by the whole clergy and nobility 
of the whole Homan people, canonically and justly, but the elect was not 
to be consecrated until he had taken the oath to the Emperor, The 
normal canonical form was prescribed, but disorderly nobles, imperial 
pressure, civic riots, and simony, had tampered with Rome even more than 
other churches. The German Popes had brought reform but at the price 
of ecclesiastical freedom. 

The Election Decree of 1059 has come down to us in two forms, known 

1 The final scene of Ms condemnation may belong to the winter of 1059 or the 
Easter Council of 1060, For details see Meyer von Knonau, i, pp. 177-0 and note 13. 

“ On this point see Poole, Names and Numbers of Medieml Popes, EHR., xxxn, 
pp. 465 and 473-4. Benedict’s name has now disappeared from the official list. 

3 Yet the views of Hauck, op. cit. in, pp. 680-1 seem to me to go too far. 

4 See infra , Chapter iv, pp. 174 sq. 

6 A discussion of the literature with bibliography in Meyer von Knonau, Jahr- 

bUcher , i, Excursus vn, pp. 678 sqq.; Hefele-Leclercq, iv, p, 1139, note 2; Hauck, 

op. cit. in , p. 083, note 4. Also A. Werminghoff, Verfassungsgesehichte der 
deutechen TCirche im Mittelalter (in Aloys Meister, Grundrm der Geeehiehtswiemi- 
schaft ) ; Langen, Cfesehichte der romischen Kirche, in, p. 503, note 3; J. v. Pflugk- 

Harfctung, Die Papstvaklen zmd das Kaisertum (1046-1328), in ZKG, xxvn, pp. 
283 sqq. ' 
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as imperial and papal respectively. The latter is now generally accepted, 
and the former is held to have been falsified by Guibert, then Imperial 
Chancellor for Italy and afterwards Archbishop of Ravenna and anti-Pope 
as Clement III 1 . The business of election was, in the first place, to be 
treated of by the cardinal-bishops. Then they were to call in firstly the 
cardinal-clerics, and secondly the rest of the Roman clergy and the people. 
To prevent simony, the cardinal-bishops, taking the place of a metro- 
politan, were to superintend the election, the others falling in after them. 
The elect should be taken from the Roman Church, if a suitable candidate 
were found; if not, from another Church. The honour due to Henry, at 
present king and as it is hoped future Emperor, was reserved as conceded 
to him, and to such of his successors as should have obtained in person 
the same right from the apostolic throne. If a pure, sincere, and volun- 
tary election could not be held in Rome, the cardinal-bishops with the 
clergy and catholic laity, even if few, might hold the election where they 
were gathered together. If the enthronement had to be postponed by 
reason of war or other evil, the Pope-elect might exercise his powers as 
if fully Pope. Anyone elected, consecrated, or enthroned contrary to this 
decree was to be anathematised. 

The imperial form differed from the papal form summarised above in 
giving the Emperor a place with the cardinals as a body in leading the 
election; it does not distinguish the cardinal-bishops from the others, 
and it does not mention the rest of the clergy or the people. If an election 
were not possible in Rome, it might be held where the electors chose, in 
agreement with the king. The differences lie rather in the way in which 
the king is brought into the election than in the reservation of the im- 
perial rights, which is much the same in both forms, and the cardinal- 
bishops are not given the rights of a metropolitan; and the imperial 
form mentions the mediation of Guibert. Chancellor of Italy and im- 
perial representative. The changes seem to be made less on general 
principles than to suit a special case, and if due to Guibert this is what 
we might expect. 

The decree was not strictly kept, but the place given to the cardinals, 
who were now growing into a College, was significant for the future. Its 
details had reference to the past election; judged by its standard, the 
election of Nicholas was correct and that of Benedict was not. But it 
laid stress on the special place of the Papacy, and in the papal form at 

1 The papal form (from the Vatican MS. 1994) in MGH, Constitutiones, i. pp. 
539 sqq., Watterich, i, p. 229, and Mirbt, p. 140. The imperial form in MGH, 
Constitutiones , i, pp. 542 sq. and Mirbt, p. 141, note 2. Both forms conveniently in 
Bemlieim, Quellen ssur Geschiehte des Investiturstreites, i, pp. 12 sqq., followed by the 
announcements to Christendom at large, to the West Franks, and to the Pro- 
vince of Amalfi. These agree more closely with the papal form. The papal form 
was preserved by the Canonists and in the Conciliar collections. For the later 
falsification by Guibert see W atterich, i, p. 233, note 1. The papal form agrees with 
Peter Damian’s comment. 
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any rate it threw aside all imperial influence before assent to the accom- 
plished act. It remained to be seen whether this freedom could be 
maintained. 

Other matters were also dealt with in the Council. Berengar appeared 
and made a profession of faith dictated by Cardinal Humbert. The 
regulation of the papal election was announced as a matter of European 
importance, as indeed it now was, and here the cardinal -bishops are 
mentioned expressly ; the decree on celibacy was strict, and for those clerks 
who obediently observed chastity the common canonical life was enforced. 
In this detail we have a trace of the discussion already mentioned 1 . No 
clerk or priest was to obtain a church either gratis or for money through 
laymen. No one was to hear a mass said by an unchaste priest: the 
precedent of this canon was to be followed later under Alexander II and 
Gregory VII. Laymen were not to judge or expel from their churches 
clerks of any rank. The boldness of this canon may he compared with a 
more hesitating grant in 1057 to the clergy of Lucca that none of them 
should be taken to secular judgment. The fuller treatment of simonist 
ordinations and simony of all kinds belongs to the synods of 1060 and 
1061 2 . The upshot of conciliar activity under Nicholas II was to crystal- 
lise the former campaign for celibacy into definite decisions, backed by 
the whole power of the Papacy and the Curia. What had before been 
tentative was now fixed. Opinion was consolidated, and policy was cen- 
tralised, not only about celibacy but also about simonists. If those who 
had been ordained by simonists in the past were allowed to keep their 
orders and their offices, thus conforming to the policy of Peter Damian 
at Milan, it was lest the Church should be left without pastors. But 
for the future there was to be no hesitation, and the correspondence of 
the Popes with Gervais of Rheims 3 (a see carefully watched as in pre- 
vious reigns) illustrates the carrying out of the policy 4 . 

The Council at Rome (1060) decreed that for the future anyone or- 
dained without payment by a simonist bishop should remain in his order 
if he was open to no other charge; this decision was made not on principle 
but from pity, as the number affected was so great. It was not to be taken 
as precedent by following Popes; for the future, however, anyone ordained 
by a bishop whom he knew to be a simonist should be deposed, as should 
the bishop also. Thus a long-standing difficulty was for. the time disposed 
of. Reforming councils in France at Vienne and Tours, held under the 
legate Cardinal Stephen, made stringent decrees against simony, marriage 

1 See mjjra, p. 13 and note 1. 

2 llefele-Leclercq, xv, p. 11(59. See also for canons of lOfiO Beruheim, Quellen, 

, pp. 22 sq. 

8 J affe- Lo wenfeld, Beg., passim [some 20 letters]. 

4 For the views of Nicholas on reordination see Saltet, Les Beordinatiom, 
pp. 198-9, and A. Fliclxe, Les Pregregoriem, Paris, 1916, p. 240. Decision ou the 
crucial point was avoided. 
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of priests, and alienation of church property or tithes under legal form. 
Abbot Hugh of Cluny did the same at Avignon and Toulouse 1 . But 
it was now more a matter of enforcing decrees already made than issuing 
new. In Italy some bishops found it difficult to publish reforming decrees, 
and in some cases did so with risk of violence. 

It has been noted as strange that in such a remarkable reign we hear 
little about the character of the Pope himself. The predominance of the 
cardinals partly explains it: Humbert, Peter Damian, and Hildebrand 
(now archdeacon) were not always in accord, and it was for Nicholas to 
balance conflicting views and policies. He was the president of the 
College rather than its director. Like other Popes Nicholas kept his old 
bishopric, and like them too he was often absent from Rome, which was 
not without its drawbacks, as the English bishops, robbed by the Count 
of Galeria, found out. But we breathe an air of greater largeness in his 
Papacy, and things seem on a larger scale. 

Nicholas died suddenly near Florence on 27 July 1061, returning from 
an expedition in southern Italy. The Election Decree was to be tested. 

The Norman alliance, and still more the Election Decree, had affected 
the delicate relations of Pope and Emperor 2 . During the minority of 
Henry IV, matters had been allowed to slide, and when attention was at 
length given to them the barometer registered a change of atmosphere. 
So great was the irritation in Germany that the name of Nicholas was 
left out in intercessions at mass; legates from Rome met with bad re- 
ceptions. 

Meanwhile events in Milan 2 had taken a decisive turn for papal and 
ecclesiastical history. In position, in wealth, in traditions, both political 
and ecclesiastical, the city of St Ambrose was a rival of Rome, and 
hitherto it had proudly kept its independence. Ariberfs opposition to 
the Emperor Conrad had shewn the power of the archbishop ; and if an 
enemy to the Empire were to rule there, imperial influence would be 
weakened. This Henry III understood. On Ariberfs death in 1045 
Guido was appointed. Class distinctions were strongly marked, and the 
new archbishop belonged not to the barons but to the vavassors; in 
strength and in reputation he was undistinguished, and Bonizo with his 
usual exaggeration calls him “vir illiteratus et concubinatus et symonia- 
0118 ,” but concubinage he was not guilty of. He was not the man for a 
difficult post, still less the man to lead reform. He valued more the 
traditions of St Ambrose as a rival of Rome than as a teacher of 

1 For France, Langen, in, pp. 524-5. R. Lehmann, Forschungen zur Geschichte 
Ahttis Hugo I von Clang, Gottingen, 1869, pp. 88-9. Hefele-Leclercq, iv, pp. 1199 sqq. 
Nicholas was, as Langen has noted, specially interested in France, as a Burgundian 
might be. It may he mentioned that in later years his enemies spread a rumour 
that his birth was irregular. 

2 See Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbucher, i. Excursus vrn, pp. 684 sqq. Hefele- 
Leclercq, iv, pp. 1209 sqq. Hauck, op. cit. hi, pp. 700-1, especially note 5. 

3 For Milan cf. infra, Chapter v, pp. 217 sqq. 
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righteousness. In Italy as a whole the poor were more devoted to the 
Church than the rich (who tended to have their own chapels), and they 
were keen to criticise the lives of their spiritual teachers; outbursts of 
violence against unworthy priests had not been rare in Milan. But these 
had been isolated acts; what mattered more was that the Milanese 
Church had settled down into a worldly, possibly respectable, but certainly 
unspiritual life of its own. It was content to breathe the air around it 
but did nothing to revive or purify it, although the clergy were numerous 
“ as the sands of the sea” and the churches were rich. For the most part 
the clerks were married, and so the Church was deeply intertwined in the 
social state. Sale of Church offices was common, and there was a recognised 
scale of charges for orders and for preferments. It was certain that 
reformers would find much to complain of; so long had the growth of 
secularisation gone on that, even with a more placid populace, reform when 
it came was likely to become revolution. 

About 1056 the new streams of thought and new ideals began to flow 
around the hitherto firm footing of the clergy. The movement was 
headed by a deacon Ariald, a vavassor by birth and a canonist by 
training, an idealist, inspired by visions of the primitive Church and 
the simple teaching of Christ : contrasting these with the example of 
priests whose life could teach but error. He began his campaign in the 
villages where he was at home; then, when his hearers pleaded their 
simplicity and urged him to go to Milan, where he would find men of 
learning to answer him, he took their advice. In the city he found allies 
ready to help although starting from a different point — Landulf, who 
was in minor orders, and (later on) his brother Erlembald, of the Cotta 
family, both gifted with eloquence, ambitious, and thorough demagogues. 
The movement soon became political and social as well as religious, owing 
to the social standing of those they attacked. With these two worked 
Anselm of Baggio, one of the collegiate priests, whom Guido persuaded 
the Emperor to appoint to the see of Lucca (1056 or 1057). Guido, 
appointed by Henry III who had misjudged his character, was himself a 
simonist, and his arguments that clerical marriage was an ancient custom 
in Milan, that abuse and violence were evil ways of reproving offenders, 
that the clergy were not immoral hut for the most part respectable married 
men, and that abstinence was a grace not given to all and was not imposed 
by divine law, had small effect. In other cities, Pavia and Asti for 
instance, the populace rose against their bishop, and Milan was moved 
in the same way. Landulf worked in the city ; Ariald carried on the 
campaign in the surrounding villages whose feudal lords were citizens 
of the town. And Anselm brought the movement into touch with the 
wider circle of reformers at Rome and elsewhere. LandulPs eloquence 
soon filled the poorer citizens with hatred of the clergy, with contempt 
for their sacraments, and a readiness to enforce reform by violence. The 
undoubted devotion of the leaders, enforced by their eloquence in sermons 
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and speeches, soon made them leaders of the populace. The use of nick- 
names — Simonians and Nicolaitans — branded the clerical party ; that of 
Patarines brought in class distinctions, and those to whom it was given 
could claim like Lollards in England the special grace of simple men. On 
the local festival of the translation of St Nazarius a riot broke out, and 
the clergy were forced to sign a written promise to keep celibacy. They 
had to choose between their altars and their wives. Their appeal to the 
archbishop, who took the movement lightly, brought them no help. The 
nobles for some reason or other took as yet no steps to help them. The 
bishops, of the province when appealed to proved helpless, and in 
despair the clerks appealed to Rome, probably to Victor II. His care for 
the Empire made the Pope anxious to keep order. He referred the 
matter to Guido, and bade him call a provincial synod, which he did at 
Fontaneto in the neighbourhood of Novara (1057). Ariald and Landulf 
were summoned, but, in their scornful absence, after three days they were 
excommunicated. Although this synod had been called, its consequences 
fall in the pontificate of Stephen IX, who is said to have removed 
the ban from the democratic leaders. The movement had become, as 
democratic movements so easily do, a persecution with violence and 
injury 1 . Guido’s position was difficult and in the autumn (1057) he 
went to the German Court. 

But the movement now took a new and wider turn ; not only clerical 
marriage but simony, the prevalent and deeply-rooted evil of the city, 
was attacked. A large association, sworn to reach its ends, was formed. 
The new programme affected Guido, equally guilty with nearly all his 
clergy. It was of small avail that now the higher classes, more sensitive 
to attacks on wealth than on ecclesiastical offences, began to support the 
clergy ; the strife was only intensified. In the absence of Guido, and with 
new hopes from the new Pope, Ariald went to Rome and there complained 
of the evils prevalent at Milan. It was decided to send a legate, and 
Hildebrand on his way to the German Court made a short stay at Milan 
(November 1057). Pie was well received ; frequent sermons did something 
to control the people already roused. But his visit wrought little change, 
and it was not until Damian 2 and Anselm came as legates that anything 

1 The chronology is difficult and doubtful. That adopted by Meyer von Knonau 
( Jahrb . i, especially Excursus v, pp. 669 sqq.) seems best.' It is not certain whether 
the Milanese clergy appealed to Victor II or Stephen IX; Arnulf says the latter, 
but the former is more probable. For the chronology see also Hefele-Leclercq, iv, 
pp. 1126 sqq. 

2 The legateship is best dated early in 1059 before the Easter Synod at Rome. 
We have Damian's own account addressed to Hildebrand, Archdeacon. Hence a 
difficulty, for Hildebrand was not Archdeacon until autumn 1059. But Damian 
speaks of his having been asked by Hildebrand to put together matters bearing on 
Roman supremacy ; the account was probably meant in that sense as a record of an 
important decision. For other arguments in favour of this date see Hefele-Leclercq, 
iv, p. 1191, note 2 ; Meyer von Knonau, i, p. 127, note 17. Hauek, iii, p. 696, note 
1, holds the date as good as certain. 
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was done. Damian persuaded Guido to call a synod, and here, at first to 
the anger of the patriotic Milanese, the legate presided. It seemed a slur 
upon the patrimony and the traditions of St Ambrose; even the democratic 
reformers were aghast. It was then that Damian, faced by certain violence 
and likely death, shewed the courage in which he never failed. With no 
attempt at compromise, with no flattery to soothe their pride, he spoke 
of the claims of St Peter and his Roman Church to obedience. Milan was 
the daughter, the great daughter of Rome, and so he called them to sub- 
mission. It was a triumph of bold oratory backed by a great personality; 
Guido and the whole assembly promised obedience to Rome. Then 
Damian went on with his inquest; one by one the clerics present confessed 
what they had paid, for Holy Orders, for benefices, and for preferment. 
All were tainted, from the archbishop to the humblest clerk. Punishment 
of the guilty, from which Damian was not the man to shrink, would have 
left the Church in Milan without priests and ministers of any kind. So 
the legate took the course taken by Nicholas II in his decree against 
simonists (1059). Those present, beginning with the archbishop, owned 
their guilt, and promised for the future to give up simony and to enforce 
clerical celibacy. To this all present took an oath. Milan had fallen into 
line with the reformers, and in doing so had subjected itself to Rome. 
Bonizo, agreeing with Arnulf on the other side, is right in taking this 
embassy as the end of the old and proud independence of Milan. When 
Guido and his suffragans were summoned to the Easter Council of 1059 at 
Rome some Milanese resented it. But the archbishop received absolution 
and for some six years was not out of favour at Rome. 

The unexpected death of Nicholas II was followed by a contested 
election and a long struggle. Both the Roman nobles and the Lombard 
bishops wished for a change but knew their need of outside help. At 
Rome Gerard of Galena, whose talents and diplomacy were typical of 
his class, was the leader; he and the Abbot of St Gregory on the Caelian 
were sent to the German Court, and they carried with them the crown 
and insignia of the Patrician. The Lombard bishops, with whom the 
Chancellor Guibert worked, met together and demanded a Pope from 
Lombardy — the- paradise of Italy — who would know how to indulge 
human weakness. Thus civic politics at Rome and a reaction against 
Pataria and Pope worked together; the young king Henry acted at the 
impulse of Italians rather than of Germans; the latter had reason for 
discontent, hut the imperial nominee was not their choice and their 
support was somewhat lukewarm. Henry met the Lombard bishops (some 
of whom Peter Damian thought better skilled to discuss the beauty of a 
woman than the election of a Pope) and the Romans at Basle on 
28 October 1061, and, wearing the Patrician’s crown which they had 
brought, invested their elect, Cadalus, Bishop of Parma, who chose the 
name of Honorius II 1 , “a man rich in silver, poor in virtue-” says Bonizo. 

1 There is some conflict of evidence, especially as to the part played by the 
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Meanwhile the cardinal-bishops and others had met outside Rome, and, 
hastening when they knew of the opposition, elected, 30 September 1061, 
Anselm of Baggio, the Patarine Bishop of Lucca 1 . It was a wise choice 
and likely to commend itself; there could be no doubt as to the ortho- 
doxy or policy of this old pupil of Lanfranc at Bee, tested at Milan and 
versed in Italian matters; at the same time he was in good repute at the 
German Court and a friend of Duke Godfrey. Desiderius of Monte 
Cassino carried a request for military help to Richard of Capua, who 
came and led Alexander II to Rome. Some nobles, especially Leo de 
Benedicto Christiano (“of the Jewish synagogue, 11 says Benzo), influenced 
the Trastevere, but there was much fighting and Anselm was only taken 
into the Lateral! at night and by force. He was consecrated on 1 October 
1061, and like his predecessors kept his old bishopric. 

Cadalus found his way to Rome blocked by Godfrey’s forces, but in 
Parma he gathered his vassals, and could thus march on. But another 
help was of greater use. Benzo, Bishop of Alba in Piedmont, was sent 
by the Emperor as his ambassador to Rome; he was a popular speaker 
with many gifts and few scruples; his happy if vulgar wit was to please 
the mob and sting his opponents; he was welcomed by the imperialists 
and lodged in the palace of Octavian. Then he invited the citizens, great 
and small, and even Alexander with his cardinals, to a popular assembly. 
The papal solemnity had little chance with the episcopal wit. “ Asinan- 
drellus, the heretic of Lucca, 11 and “ his stall-keeper Prandellus, 11 as Benzo 
calls the Pope and Hildebrand, were worsted in the debate; Cadalus 
was able to enter Rome on 25 March 1062, and a battle on 14 April 
in the Neronian Field after much slaughter left him victor. But he could 
not gain the whole city, and it was divided into hostile camps. Honorius 
hoped for help from Germany, and he was negotiating with Greek envoys 
for a joint campaign against the Normans. But after the arrival of 
Duke Godfrey there came an end to the strife ; both claimants were to 
withdraw to their former sees until they could get their claims settled 
at the German Court. Honorius was said to have paid heavily for the 
respite, but Alexander could rest easy as to his final success. 

Alexander was not without some literary support. Peter Damian from 
his hermitage wrote to Cadalus two letters, fierce and prophetic — the 
second addressed “To Cadalus, false bishop, Peter, monk and sinner, 
wishes the fate he deserves 11 : he had been condemned by three synods ; 
he had broken the Election Decree ; his very name derived from cado 
\ao<s was sinister, he would die within the year ; the old prophet believed 

German bishops. A summary of references in Hefele-Leclerq, iv, p. 1217, note 1. 
The part played by Henry corresponds to the imperial falsification of the Election 
Decree of 1059 (clause 6). 

1 An election outside Rome was provided for in the Election Decree, and Peter 
Damian expressly mentions the presence of the cardinal-bishops, a mention which 
supports the papal form of the Election Decree. 


CH. i. 
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the prophecy fulfilled by the excommunication, the spiritual death, of 
Honorius within the year. At the same time he was writing treatises on 
the episcopal and clerical life. At this time, too, he wrote his well-known 
Disceptatio Synodalis , a dialogue between champions of the Papacy and 
the Empire; it is not, as was once supposed, the record of an actual 
discussion, but a treatise intended to influence opinion at the assembly 
called at Augsburg, 27 October 1062, to settle the papal rivalry. But he 
was an embarrassing ally 1 2 : his letters to Henry and Anno of Germany, if 
full of candid advice, laid overmuch stress on the royal rights, and 
Alexander and Hildebrand were displeased. Damian, perhaps ironically, 
begged the mercy of his 44 Holy Satan.” 

It was the practical politics of the day, and not theories or arguments, 
which turned the balance at Augsburg and elsewhere in favour of Alex- 
ander. The abduction of the twelve-year-old boy at Kaiserswerth (April 
1062) and his guardianship by Anno of Cologne, first alone and then with 
Adalbert, changed affairs. The Empress Agnes, who had taken the veil 
about the end of 1061, withdrew from politics. The German episcopate, 
weak, divided, and never whole-hearted for the Lombard Honorius, 
turned towards Alexander. The Synod of Augsburg, led by Anno, declared 
for Alexander and so gained commendation from Damian ; 44 he had smitten 
off the neck of the scaly monster of Parma.” Before the end of 1062 
Alexander moved towards Rome, and before Easter 1063 Godfrey 
supported the decision of Augsburg ; the inclination of Anno and his 
position of Imperial Vicar led him to Rome. At the Easter Synod 
Alexander acted as already and fully Pope. As a matter of course he 
excommunicated Cadalus, and repeated canons against clerical marriage 
and simony ; the faithful were again forbidden to hear mass said by guilty 
priests. 

But the opposition was not at an end, so the irrepressible Benzo again 
led Cadalus to Rome in May 1063 ; they took the Leonine City, Sant’ 
Angelo, and St Peter’s, but his seat was insecure. His supporters and his 
silver dwindled together ; the castle was really his prison until he bought 
freedom from his jailor Cencius with three hundred pounds of silver; 
with one poor attendant he escaped to the safer Parma. 

Then at Whitsuntide, probably in 1064-, he met the Council at 
Mantua attended by German and Italian prelates. Anno (“ the high- 
priest” Benzo calls him) stated candidly the charges against Alexander. 
Alexander on oath denied simony, and on the question of his election 
without Henry’s leave or approval satisfied the assembly. Everyone 

1 His letters to Cadalus, Epp. i, 20, 21 (MI’L, cxuv); to Henry IV, vn, 3 ; 
to Axmo, m, 6 ; to Hildebrand, clearing himself, x, 1G. 

2 The year is taken as 1004, 1066, and 1067 by various writers. The arguments 
are most clearly discussed in Hefele-Leclercq, xv, pp. 1237 sqq. See also Meyer 
von Knonau, i, p, 375, note 19. Benzo’s account with its alternate swoonings of 
Beatrice and Anno has a toueh of drama. 
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present may not have looked at the Council in the same way, but all 
were glad to settle the disputed succession. On the second day a mob of 
Cadalists attacked the gathering. Only the appearance of Beatrice of 
Tuscany with a small force saved the Pope’s life ; some bishops fled. 
Cadalus was excommunicated, and Alexander could safely go to Rome. 
But his city was still not a pleasant seat. Benzo did not give up hope and 
in 1065 visited the German Court; even up to 20 April 1069 Honorius 
signed bulls as Pope. 

The remaining years of Alexander’s pontificate can be summarised. 

The Norman vassals or allies of the Pope soon deserted him; Richard 
of Capua ravaged Campania and approached Rome, probably anxious to 
be made Patrician. Duke Godfrey, acting in his own interests and not 
those of Henry, marched towards Rome with an army of Germans 
and Tuscans, and a treaty followed. Once more Pope and Normans 
were at peace, irrespective of imperial plans and hopes. The balance 
between Duke Godfrey and the Normans was finally kept. Elsewhere too 
it was a question of balance. As Anno’s influence at the German Court 
lessened he depended more upon Rome, and from the German episcopate, 
lacking any great national leader like Aribo and now gradually losing its 
former moral strength, he gained small support. At Rome he was humili- 
ated; in 1068 and again in 1070 he had to clear himself of accusations. 
The system by which metropolitans were to be channels of papal authority 
was beginning to work its way 1 . But provincial synods both in France 
and Germany became commoner, and some, such as that of Mayenee 
(August 1071) 2 where Charles, the intended Bishop of Constance, resigned 
in order to avoid a trial, acted independently. But there as in other cases 
legates, the Archbishops of Salzburg and Treves, were present. Such 
councils, often repeating decrees from Rome, raised papal power, and at 
this very synod the Archbishop of Mayenee is called for the first time 
Primas et Apostolicae sedis legatus. It was no wonder that not only 
Anno but Siegfried 3 dreamt of a calm monastic life. 

The growth of reform seemed to slacken in Alexander’s later years: it 
may be that Damian was right in contrasting the indulgence shewn to 
bishops with the severity towards the lower clergy; it may be that the 
movement was now throwing itself more into constitutional solidification 
than into spiritual awakening; it may be that the machinery at Rome 
was not equal to the burden thrown upon it by the vast conception of its 
work. In England alone, where Alexander had blessed the enterprise of 

1 Alexander exercised his power more in matters of discipline than of property. 
The Thuringian tithes dispute he left for German settlement. 

2 Siegfried’s letter to the Pope (see Mon. Bamb. ed. JafFe, p. 77) does not seem 
to me so subservient as it is often held to be, e.g. by Hauck, op. cit. iii, p. 743. 

3 Siegfried retired to Cluny and made his profession, only returning to his see 
at the command of Abbot Hugh (1072). He would have resigned in 1070 but for 
Alexander II. 
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William of Normandy, was success undiluted. The king was just and 
conscientious ; Lanfranc was a theologian and a reformer, even if of the 
school of Damian rather than of Humbert. The episcopate was raised, 
and the standard of clerical life; councils, such as marked the movement, 
became the rule, as was seen at Winchester and London in 1072. But if 
England moved parallel to Rome it was yet, as an island, apart. It was 
also peculiar in its happy co-operation of a just king and a great arch- 
bishop. 

The growth of canonical legislation (1049-1076) is easily traced. It 
begins with an attempt to regain for the Church a control over the 
appointment of its officers through reviving canonical election for bishops 
and episcopal institution for parish priests. But the repetition of such 
canons, even with increasing frequency and stringency, had failed to gain 
freedom for the Church in face of royal interests and private patronage. 
The Synod of Rheims under Leo IX (1 049) had led the way : no one was 
to enter on a bishopric without election by clergy and laity. The spread 
of Church reform and literary discussion moved towards a clearer definition 
of the rival principles: the Church’s right to choose its own officers, and 
the customary rights of king or patron in appointments. So the Roman 
synod of 1059 went further: its sixth canon forbade the acquisition either 
gratis or by payment by any cleric or priest of a Church office through a 
layman. The French synods at Vienne and Tours (1060), held under the 
legate Stephen, affirmed the necessity of episcopal assent for any appoint- 
ment. Alexander II, with greater chance of success, renewed in his Roman 
synod of 1063 Pope Nicholas’ canon of 1059. Under him the two ele- 
ments, the cure of souls, which was obviously the Church’s care, and the 
gift of the property annexed to it, about which king and laymen had some- 
thing to say, were more distinctly separated. It was significant when on 
21 March 1070 Alexander gave to Gebhard of Salzburg 1 the power of 
creating new bishops in his province, and provided that no bishop should 
be made by investiture as it was accustomed to be called or by any other 
arrangement, except those whom he or his successors should, of their free 
will, have elected, ordained, and constituted 2 . So far, and so far only, had 
things moved when Alexander II died. 

The constant use of legates was continued if not increased, and France 
was as before a field of special care. Thither Damian had gone, returning 
in October 1066, and Gerard of Ostia (1072) dealt specially and severely 
with simony. In France, and also elsewhere, the frequency of councils 

1 Throughout the Middle Ages the right of confirming his suffragans was left to 
this archbishop, and the peculiarity was mentioned at the Council of Trent. 

2 Jaffe-Lowenfeld, Regesta , no. 4673. The history is clearly summarised in 
Soharnagl, Der Beyriff der Investitur in dm Quellen und der Litteratur dtis Investitur- 
streitee ( Kirchenrechttiehe Ahhcmdkvngen, ed. U. Stutz, No. 86), Some of the canons 
mentioned are in Bemheim , Quellen. Also at length Hefele-Leclercq (passim). The 
Latin originals in Mansi. 



Alexander II and Milan 


47 


locally called is now noticeable. Not only the ordinary matters but laxity 
of marriage laws among the laity arising from licence among great and 
small were legislated upon. 

The course of affairs at Milan, however, needs longer and special notice. 
Alexander II had been for many years concerned in the struggle at 
Milan; his accession gave encouragement to the Patarines; to the citizens 
and clergy he wrote announcing his election. When Ariald visited Rome 
under Stephen IX, Landulf, who was on his way thither, was wounded 
at Piacenza; his wound was complicated by consumption, and he lost 
the voice and the energy which he had used so effectively. After his 
death, the date of which is uncertain, his place was more than filled by 
his brother Erlembald, a knight fresh from a pilgrimage to the Holy 
Land, and with, as it was said, private, as well as family, wrongs to 
avenge upon the clergy. He had a personality and appearance very 
different from his brother’s ; striking and handsome as became a patrician, 
splendidly dressed, gifted with that power of military control and 
organisation which was destined to reappear so often in medieval Italian 
States. He fortified his house, he moved about with a bodyguard; he 
became the Captain of the city; personal power and democratic rule were 
combined and so he was the real founder of the Italian commune. Ariald 
was content, as he put it, to use the word while Erlembald wielded the 
more powerful sword. The new leader visited Rome (1065) when 
Alexander was settled there; he received from the Pope a white banner 
with a red cross, and so became the knight of the Roman and the 
universal Church. The archbishop, with no traditions of family or 
friendship to uphold him, saw power slipping from his hands, and the 
Emperor counted for naught. From a second visit to Rome (1066) 
Erlembald returned with threats of a papal excommunication of Guido, 
and fresh disturbances began. Mamed priests and simonists were sharply 
condemned from Rome, and believers were forbidden to hear their masses. 
But the Papacy sought after order, and the cathedral clergy, faced by 
persecution, gathered around the archbishop. More tumult arose when 
Ariald preached against local customs of long standing. Milan had not 
only its own Ambrosian Liturgy 1 , but various peculiar customs: the ten 
days between Ascension Day and Pentecost had been kept since the 
fourth century as fasts; elsewhere only Whitsun Eve was so observed. 
Ariald, preferring the Roman custom, preached against the local use, 
and so aroused indignation. Then Guido at Whitsuntide seized his chance, 
and rebuked the Patarines for their action against him at Rome in 

1 It seems best with Duchesne ( Origins of Christian worship, p. 88) to connect 
the Ambrosian Rite with the Gallican group. Aquileia and the Danubian districts 
followed Milan. The Carolingian changes affected the Gallican Church, and through 
imperial influence reached Rome. But Milan kept its Ambrosian traditions, dating 
from the days of Auxentius (355-374), a Cappadocian Arian and immediate pre- 
decessor of St Ambrose ; no doctrines were concerned (Duchesne, op. cit. pp. 93 sqq.). 
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seeking his excommunication; a worse tumult than before arose, and the 
city was again in uproar. But the day after the riot the mass of citizens 
took better thought and repented. The archbishop placed the city under 
an interdict so long as Ariald abode in it. For the sake of peace the 
threatened preacher left, and (27 J une) was mysteriously murdered, at 
Guido’s instigation as his followers said. Ten months later his body was, 
strangely and it was said miraculously, recovered. He had perished by the 
sword of violence which he had taken, but the splendid popular ceremonies 
of his funeral restored his fame, and so in death he served his cause. 

Once again two legates came to still the storm (August 1067) : Mainard, 
Cardinal-bishop of Silva Candida, and the Cardinal -priest John 1 . The 
settlement they made went back to that of Damian, and so recognised 
the position of Guido, but years of violence had by now changed the city. 
The legatine settlement attempted to re-establish Church order and 
Damian’s reforms, and the revenue of the Church was to be left untouched. 
Violence was forbidden, but things had gone too far ; revolution had 
crystallised, and neither side liked the settlement ; Guido thought of re- 
signing. 

Erlembald, supported from Rome, thought he could increase his 
power by enforcing canonical election on the resignation of Guido, setting 
aside the imperial investiture and gaining the approval of the Pope. But 
Guido now chose the sub-deacon Godfrey, a man of good family, in his con- 
fidence, eloquent, as even his later enemies confessed, and therefore likely 
to be influential. Guido formally although privately resigned, and 
Godfrey went to the imperial Court where he was already known through 
services rendered; he returned with his ring and staff, but was driven 
away. Alexander II condemned not only Godfrey but also Guido, who 
had resigned without papal leave; Guido took up his duties again, and 
remained in power; disorder passed into war. Erlembald, with an army 
made up of his followers and some nobles, attacked Godfrey. Revolution 
had become war against a claimant chosen by the Emperor but in 
defiance of ecclesiastical law and the Papacy. During Lent 1071 part of 
the city was set on fire, causing great destruction and misery; Guido 
withdrew to the country and there on 23 August 1071 his life and 
trouble ended. Not until 6 January 1072 did Erlembald find it possible 
to elect a successor; by a large assembly from the city, its neighbourhood, 
and even farther afield, in the presence of a legate Cardinal Bernard, 
Atto, a young cathedral clerk of good family but little known, was 
elected. Erlembald, the real ruler of the city, was behind and over 
all; and many, laymen and ecclesiastics, disliked the choice. The dis- 
contented took to arms, the legate escaped with rent robes, and Atto, 
torn from the intended feast at the palace, was borne to the cathedral, 
where in mortal fear he was made to swear never to ascend the throne of 
St Ambrose. But next day Erlembald regained control; he “ruled the 
1 The embassy, often slurred over in narratives, is described by Arnulf, Chap, 21. 
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city as a Pope to judge the priests, as a king to grind down the people, 
now with steel and now with gold, with sworn leagues and covenants 
many and varied. 11 It mattered little that at Rome a synod declared 
Atto rightly elected, and condemned Godfrey and his adherents as 
enemies of God. Meanwhile the Patarines held the field, and their success 
at Milan encouraged their fellows in Lombardy as a whole. But the new 
turn of affairs had involved the Pope; he wrote (c. February 1072) to 
Henry IV, as a father to a son, to cast away hatred of the servants of God 
and allow the Church of Milan to have a bishop according to God. A 
local difficulty, amid vested interests, principles of Church reform, and 
civic revolution, had merged into a struggle between Emperor and Pope. 
Henry IV sent an embassy to the suffragans of Milan announcing his 
will that Godfrey, already invested, should be consecrated; they met at 
Novara where the consecration took place. 

At the Easter Synod (1073) the Pope, now failing in strength, 
excommunicated the counsellors of Henry IV who were, it was said, 
striving to alienate him from the Church. This was one of Alexander’s 
last acts. Death had already removed many prominent leaders, Duke 
Godfrey at Christmas 1069, the anti-Pope Cadalus at the end of 1072 
(the exact day is not recorded). Peter Damian died on 22 February 
1072, and Adalbert of Bremen on 16 March of the same year, both men 
of the past although of very different pasts. Cardinal Humbert had died 
long before, on 5 May 1061. Hildebrand was thus left almost alone 
out of the old circle of Leo IX. 

On 21 April 1073 Alexander died, worn out by his work and responsi- 
bilities; even as Pope he had never ceased the care of his see of Lucca ; 
by frequent visits, repeated letters, and minute regulations he fulfilled his 
duty as its bishop 1 . It was so with him also as Pope. The mass of great 
matters dealt with was equalled by that of smaller things. Even the 
devolution of duties, notably to cardinals and especially to the archdeacon, 
did not ease the Pope himself. He seems to us a man intent mainly upon 
religious issues, always striving (as we should expect from a former leader 
at Milan) for the ends of clerical reform, able now to work towards them 
through the Papacy itself. Reform , directed from Rome and based upon 
papal authority, was the note of his reign. A man of duty more than of 
disposition or temperament, he gained respect, if not the reverent love 
which had gathered around Leo IX. His measure of greatness he reached 
more because he was filled with the leading, probably the best, ideas of 
his day than because of any individual greatness of conception or power. 
But he had faced dark days and death itself with devotion and unswerving 
hope. It was something to have passed from his earlier trials to his later 
prosperity and firm position, and yet to have shewn himself the same man 

1 The history of the Chancery under him is “peculiarly anomalous.” And this 
was because he not only was, but acted as. Bishop of Lucca. See Poole, The Papal 
Chancery , p. 69. 
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throughout, with the same beliefs, the same aims, and the same care for 
his task. If he left his successors many difficulties, and some things even 
for Gregory VII to criticise, he also left them a working model of a con- 
scientious, world-embracing Papacy, filled, as it seems to us, with the 
spirit of the day rather than inspiring the day from above. The Papacy 
had risen to a height and a power which would have seemed impossible 
in the time of Benedict IX. But the power, strong in its theory and 
conception, had a fragile foundation in the politics of the Empire, of Italy, 
and of Rome itself. 



CHAPTER II. 


GREGORY VII AND THE FIRST CONTEST 
BETWEEN EMPIRE AND PAPACY. 

I. 

On SI April 1073 Pope Alexander II died. The strained relations 
between the Papacy and the ruler of the Empire made the occasion more 
than usually critical; moreover, the Election Decree of Nicholas II, for 
which so narrow a victory had been won at the previous vacancy, was to be 
put to a second test. Fortunately for the Papacy, there was no division of 
opinion within the Curia; the outstanding personality of the Archdeacon 
Hildebrand made it certain on whom the choice of the cardinals would 
fall. But their deliberations were anticipated by the impatience of the 
populace. While the body of Alexander was being laid to rest in the 
church of St John Lateran on the day following his death, a violent 
tumult arose. The crowd seized upon the person of Hildebrand, hurried 
him to the church of St Peter ad Vincula, and enthusiastically acclaimed 
him as Pope. The formalities of the Election Decree were hastily com- 
plied with; the cardinals elected, the clergy and people gave their assent, 
and Hildebrand was solemnly enthroned as Pope Gregory VII 1 . Popular 
violence had compromised the election, and provided a handle for the 
accusations of his enemies. But the main purpose of the Election Decree 
had been fulfilled. The Pope was the nominee neither of the Emperor 
nor of the Roman nobles; the choice of the cardinals had been anticipated 
indeed, but not controlled, by the enthusiasm of the multitude. Hildebrand 
only held deacon’s orders; a month later he was ordained priest, and on 
30 June 2 consecrated bishop. In the interval, he seems, in accordance 
with the Election Decree, to have announced his election to the king and 
to have obtained the royal assent. 

We have little certain information 3 of the origin and early life of this 
great Pope. He is said to have been the son of one Bonizo and to have 
been born at Sovana in Tuscany; the date of his birth is uncertain, but he 
was probably about fifty years old at the time of his accession. The im- 
portant fact, to which he himself bears emphatic testimony, is that his 
early days were passed in Rome and that it was there that he received his 

1 The choice of name is significant. It seems most probable that he took it in 
memory of his predecessor and master, Gregory VI. 

2 Or 29 June. But as 30 June was a Sunday, the regular day for episcopal con- 
secrations, it is the more likely date, although 29 J une was a great festival. 

3 But see R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI (from Proc. Brit. Acad. Vol. vnr). 
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education. So he saw the Papacy in its degradation and was to partici- 
pate in every stage of its recovery. He received minor orders (reluctantly, 
he tells us) and was attached in some capacity to the service of Gregory VI, 
the Pope who bought the Papacy in order to reform it. With him he 
went into exile in 1047, and spent two impressionable years in the Rhine 
district, then the centre of the advanced reform movement of the day, and 
probably it was at this time that he received the monastic habit 1 . In 
1049 Leo IX, nominated Pope by Henry III, was filling the chief places 
in the Papal Curia with leading reformers especially from this district; on 
his way to Rome he took with him the young Hildebrand, whose life was 
for the future to be devoted entirely to Rome and the Papacy. With 
every detail of papal activity he was associated, in every leading incident 
he played his part; his share in the papal councils became increasingly 
important, until at the last he was the outstanding figure whose qualifica- 
tions for the papal throne none could contest. 

By Leo IX he was made sub-deacon and entrusted with the task of 
restoring both the buildings and the discipline of the monastery of St 
Paul without the walls. Later he was sent to France to deal with heresy 
in the person of Berengar of Tours, whose views he condemned but whose 
person he protected. By Victor II he was given the important task of 
enforcing the decrees against simony and clerical marriage in France, 
where in company with Abbot Hugh of Cluny he held synods at Lyons 
and elsewhere. With Bishop Anselm of Lucca he was sent by Pope 
Stephen IX to Milan, where the alliance of Pope and Pataria was for the 
first time cemented; and from Milan to Germany to obtain the royal 
assent to Stephen’s election, tie had a share in vindicating the indepen- 
dence of papal elections against the turbulence of the Roman nobles at 
the election of Nicholas II, and again in the papal Election Decree which 
was designed to establish this independence for the future. By Nicholas he 
was employed in initiating the negotiations which led to the first alliance 
of the Papacy with the Normans in South Italy. In the same year (1059) 
his appointment as Archdeacon of the Roman Church gave him an 
important administrative position ; shortly afterwards occurred the death 
of Cardinal Humbert of Silva Candida, and Hildebrand took his place as 
the leading figure in the Papal Curia. To his energy and resolution was 
due the victory of Alexander II over the rival imperial nominee, and he 
held the first place in the Pope’s councils during the twelve years of 
Alexander’s papacy. The extent of his influence has been exaggerated by 
the flattery of his admirers and by the abuse of his enemies. He was the 
right-hand man, not the master, of the Pope; he influenced, hut did not 

1 His statement to Archbishop Anno of Cologne {Reg. i, 79)— ob reeordationem 
disciplinae, qua tempore autecessoris vestri in ecclesia Coloniensi enutriti sum us— 
seems to bear this interpretation, and can only be referred to this period. In view of 
the testimony of friends and enemies alike, I find it impossible to accept the con- 
tention of Dr W. Martens that Hildebrand never became a monk. 
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dominate Alexander. That other counsels often prevailed we know. 
When he became Pope he revoked more than one privilege granted by his 
predecessor, suggesting that Alexander was too prone to be led away by 
evil counsellors. Even when, as in the case of the papal support given to 
the Norman conquest of England, his policy prevailed, it is clear from his 
own statement that he had to contend against considerable opposition 
within the Curia. On all the major issues, however, Pope and archdeacon 
must have been in complete agreement, especially with regard to Milan, 
the greatest question of all. They had been associated together in the 
embassy that inaugurated the new papal policy with regard to the 
Pataria, and, as Bishop of Lucca, Alexander had been more than once 
employed as papal legate to Milan. This was the critical issue that led to 
the breach between Pope and king, and it was the extension of the same 
policy to Germany that produced the ill-will of the German episcopate 
which is so noticeable at the beginning of Gregory’s papacy. That there 
is a change of masters when Gregory VII becomes Pope is clear. The 
policy is the same, but the method of its execution is quite different. 
Hildebrand must have chafed at the slowness and caution of his prede- 
cessor. When he becomes Pope, he is urgent to see the policy carried 
into immediate effect. The hand on the reins is now a firm one, the con- 
trolling mind is ardent and impatient. Soon the issue is joined, and events 
move rapidly to the catastrophe. 

Superficially the new Pope was not attractive. He was small of 
stature, his voice was weak, his appearance unprepossessing. In learning 
he fell short of many of his contemporaries; the knowledge of which he 
gives evidence is limited, though very practical for his purpose. Thus he 
had a close acquaintance with the collections of Decretals current in his 
time 1 . Besides them he depended mainly on Gregory the Great, with 
several of whose works he was obviously familiar. Otherwise there is 
practically no indication of any first-hand acquaintance with the works of 
the Fathers or other Church writers. He adduces the authority of a few 
passages from Ambrose and John Chrysostom in urging on Countess 
Matilda of Tuscany the importance of frequent communion. Once only 
does he quote from Augustine 2 , and then the reference is to the Dc 
doctrina Christiana ; the Civitas Dei, quoted so frequently by his sup- 
porters and opponents alike, is not mentioned by him at all. 

The chief authority with him was naturally the Bible. The words of 
Scripture, both Old and New Testament, were constantly on his lips. 

1 That many of these Decretals were forged is well known, but of course to 
Gregory, as to all his contemporaries, they were not known to be other than genuine. 

2 It has been shewn by Mirbt, Bernheim, and others that he follows closely the 
views of Augustine, especially as expressed in the Civitas Dei; but when he quotes 
his authority for these views it is the authority of Gregory the Great that he ad- 
duces. It seems to me therefore that it is from Gregory that he absorbs Augustine, 
not from a selection of Augustine as Mirbt thinks. 
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But, though quotations from the New Testament are the more numerous, 
it is the spirit of the Old Testament that prevails. His doctrine is of 
righteousness as shewn in duty and. obedience* rather than as expressed in 
the gospel of love. The language of the Old Testament came most 
naturally to him ; he was fond of military metaphors, and his language 
is that of a general engaged in a constant campaign against a vigilant 
enemy. A favourite quotation was from Jeremiah, “Cursed be the man 
that keepeth back his sword from blood,” though he usually added with 
Gregory the Great “that is to say, the word of preaching from the rebuk- 
ing of carnal men. 11 He was, in fact, in temperament not unlike a prophet 
of the Old Testament — fierce in denunciation of wrong, confident in 
prophecy, vigorous in action, unshaken in adversity. It is not surprising 
to find that contemporaries compared him with the prophet Elijah. His 
enthusiasm and his ardent imagination drew men to him ; that he attracted 
men is well attested. One feature his contemporaries remarked-— the 
brightness and keenness of his glance. This was the outward sign of the 
fiery spirit within that insignificant frame, which by the fiame of its 
enthusiasm could provoke the unwilling to acquiescence and stimulate 
even the fickle Homan population to devotion. It was kindled by his 
conviction of the righteousness of his aims and his determination, in 
which self-interest did not participate, to carry them into effect. 

This had its weak side. He was always too ready to judge of men by 
their outward acquiescence in his aims, without regarding their motives. 
It is remarkable that with his experience he could have been deceived by 
the professions of Cardinal Hugo Candidus, or have failed to realise the 
insincerity of Henry IV’s repentance in 1073. Here he was deceived to 
his own prejudice. It is not easy, however, to condone his readiness in 
1080 to accept the alliance of Robert Guiscard, who had been under ex- 
communication until that date, or of the Saxons, whom he had spoken 
of as rebels in 1075, and who were actuated by no worthier motives in 
1076 and 1080. In the heat of action he grievously compromised his 
ideal. Another and a more inevitable result of his temperament was the 
frequent reaction into depression. Like Elijah, again, on Mount Carmel 
we find him crying out that there is not a righteous man left. Probably 
these moods were not infrequent, though they could only fine! expression 
in his letters to intimate friends such as Countess Matilda of Tuscany and 
Abbot Hugh of Cluny. And the gentler tone of these letters shews him 
in a softer light — oppressed by his burden, dependent solely on the help- 
ing band of the “pauper Jesus.” It was a genuine reluctance of which he 
spoke when he emphasised his unwillingness at every stage of his life to 
have fresh burdens, even of honour, imposed upon him. There is no 
reason to doubt that he was unwilling to become Pope; the event itself 
prostrated him, and his first letters, announcing his election and appeal- 
ing for support, had to be dictated from his bed. 

This was a temporary weakness, soon overcome. And it would be a 
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mistake to regard him merely, or even mainly, as an enthusiast and a 
visionary. He had a strong will and could curb his imagination with an 
iron self-control. As a result he has been pictured most strangely as cold 
and inflexible, untouched by human weakness, unmoved by human sym- 
pathies. It is not in that light that we should view him at the Lenten 
Synod of 1076, where he alone remained calm and his will availed to 
quell the uproar ; it was self-control that checked his impatience in the 
period following Canossa, and that was responsible for his firmness and 
serenity amid defeat and disappointment, so that he remained unconquered 
in spirit almost to the end. But there was another influence too, the 
experience of the years that preceded his papacy. As cardinal-deacon for 
over twenty years, and Archdeacon of the Roman Church for thirteen, 
his work had lain particularly among the secular affairs of the Papacy ; 
from this he had acquired great practical knowledge and a keen sense of 
the actual. It coloured his whole outlook, and produced the contrast 
between the theories he expressed and the limitation of them that he was 
willing to accept. Pie had a clear vision both of what was essential and 
of what was possible; it was later clouded by the dust of conflict, after 
he had joined issue with the Emperor. 

Plis early life had been spent in the service of the Church and the 
Papacy. This service remained his single aim, and he was actuated, as he 
justly claimed, by no feeling of worldly pride or self-glorification. He 
naturally had a full sense of the importance of his office, and realised 
both its potentialities and its responsibilities. To St Peter, who had 
watched over the training of his youth, he owed his earliest allegiance; 
as Bishop of Rome he had become the successor and representative of 
St Peter. It was not the least of his achievements that he realised the 
logical inferences that could be drawn from the Petrine authority ; he was 
careful to sink his own individuality, and to picture himself as the channel 
through which the will of the Apostle was expressed to mankind. Every 
communication addressed to the Pope by letter or by word of mouth is 
received by St Peter himself ; and, while the Pope only reads the words 
or listens to the message, St Peter can read the heart of the sender. Any 
injury done, even in thought, to the Pope is thus an injury to the Prince 
of the Apostles himself. He acts as the mouthpiece of St Peter, his sen- 
tences are the sentences of St Peter, and from St Peter has descended to 
him the supreme power of binding and of loosing in heaven and on earth. 
So his power of excommunication is unlimited: he can excommunicate, 
as in the case of six bishops with all their supporters at the Lenten 
Synod of 1079, sine spe recupercitionis. Similarly his power of absolution 
is unlimited, whether it be absolution to the penitent, absolution from 
all their sins to those who fight the battles of the Church against her 
enemies, or absolution of the subjects of an excommunicated ruler from 
the oath of allegiance they had taken to him. These are not the asser- 
tions of a claim ; they are the simple expression of his absolute belief. 
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How supreme was his confidence is shewn in his prophecies. The authority- 
descended from St Peter extends over material prosperity in this life; yes, 
and over life itself. Glory and honour in this life, as well as in the life to 
come, depend on obedience to him, he assured the magistrates of Sardinia 
in 1076. In 1078 he proclaimed that all who hindered the holding of a 
synod in Germany would suffer not only in soul but also in body and 
property, would win no success in war and no triumph in their lifetime. 
And at Easter 1080 he pronounced his famous prophecy that Henry, if he 
did not repent, would be dead or deposed before August. This is the 
confidences! complete conviction. 

But it was a delegated authority that he was exercising, and therefore 
it must not be exercised arbitrarily. The obedience to God which he en- 
forced on all Christians must be rendered by himself first of all. Obedience 
to God implies obedience to the Church and to the law of the Church, to 
the decrees of the Fathers, the canonical tradition. He shews no dis- 
position to over-ride this; in fact he is careful to explain that he is 
subject to its authority. Frequently he protested that there was nothing 
new in his decrees. His decree against lay investiture was not new, not 
of his own invention; in promulgating it he had merely returned to the 
teaching and decrees of the Early Fathers and followed the prime unique 
rule of ecclesiastical discipline. He did not make new laws ; he issued 
edicts which interpreted the law or prohibited the illegal practices that 
had grown up in course of time. The Holy Roman Church, he says, has 
always had and will always have the right of issuing new decrees to deal 
with particular abuses as they arise. Its custom has always been to be 
merciful, to temper the rigour of the law with discretion, to tolerate some 
things after careful consideration, but never to do anything which con- 
flicts with the harmony of canonical tradition. 

Now the prime importance of this consideration of Gregory VII\s 
views is in its bearing on his relations with the temporal authority. He 
started with the orthodox Gelasian view of the two powers each supreme 
in its own department, and it is clear that at first he sees no conflict of 
his ideas with this. In the ecclesiastical department of course lie must be 
absolute master. Archbishops, bishops, and abbots must acknowledge his 
complete authority, obey his summons to Rome, submit to his over-riding 
of their actions, and not interfere with direct appeals to Rome. The 
legates he sends act in his name; Anywhere they can call synods, preside 
over them, and issue decrees on his behalf. But, as his own office is 
divinely ordained, so he recognises is the royal office. In 1075 he speaks 
of the two powers and compares them with the two eyes of the human 
body; as these give light to the body, so the sacerdotium and impermm 
should illumine with spiritual light the body of the Church. They should 
work together in the harmony of pure religion for the spiritual good of 
Christianity; the spiritual end is the final object of both, in accordance 
with the accepted medieval view. Obedience, therefore, is due to kings; 
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he shews no indulgence with the Saxon revolt in 1075, and congratulates 
Henry on his victory over the rebels in 1075. Over churches he continually 
repeats that the lay power has a protective not a possessive function, hut 
he is anxious not to appear to be encroaching on imperial prerogative. 
Though he is convinced that the practice of lay investiture is an abuse 
that has arisen in the course of time, he recognises that it has come to 
be regarded almost as a prescriptive right 1 ; he is careful not to pro- 
mulgate his decree against it in 1075 until he has consulted the king, 
upon whose rights, he declares, he is anxious not to encroach. The 
language of these early days is markedly -different from that of his later 
years. The normal contrast between medieval theory and practice is notice- 
able at the beginning, when he is content to subordinate his theory to 
practical considerations; in later years he is striving to bring his practice 
up to the level of his theory. The difference lies not so much in a change 
in his point of view 2 , as in a recognition of its real implications and of its 
actual incompatibility with the orthodox Gelasian theory. This recogni- 
tion was forced upon him by the circumstances of the struggle with the 
king, without which he might never have adopted the extreme attitude 
of his later years. His methods help to mark the difference. At first he 
attempts to promote his aims by mutual agreement and negotiation; 
afterwards he acts by decree, issuing his orders and demanding implicit 
obedience. 

The key to his development is to be found in his insistence on right- 
eousness 3 as the criterion by which he tests his own actions and those of 
all with whom he has to deal. Righteousness, with him as with Augustine, 
consists in obedience to the commandments of God. Truth, obedience, 
humility, are the marks of the righteous man, the servant of God, as 
falsehood, disobedience, pride, are the marks of the wicked man, whose 
master is the devil. If this is merely medieval commonplace, it becomes 
something more in its application. It is when he has to deal with an 
unrighteous king that he discovers the logical results of his opinions. 
The Pope, as St Peter’s successor, has authority over the souls of men; 
he has in consequence an awful responsibility as he will have to answer 
for them before the tribunal of God. It is incumbent upon him to rebuke 
those that err; it is he, in fact, that must be the judge of right and wrong, 
and to this judgment all men, even kings, must be subject. Every act of 
a king must have the test of right and wrong applied to it, for it is a 

1 In a letter to Bisliop Anselm of Lucca in 1073 he indirectly recognises the royal 
right of investiture. 

2 The recent work of Father Peitz and others has demonstrated that the Regidrum 
Gregorii VII is the actual Register of the Pope’s letters kept by the papal Chancery 
(which must have done its work rather casually). This establishes the authenticity 
of the Dictatus Papne of 1075, with its extreme claims, as a genuine expression of 
papal theory at that time. 

3 I prefer to translate iustitia by te righteousness” rather than “justice,” as I 
think it conveys a more accurate rendering of Gregory VIl’s meaning. 
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king’s duty to govern for the spiritual welfare of his subjects. Obedience 
to God is the sign of the iustus homo , how much more of the iustus rex l 
And so, if a king does not act as a iustus homo he at once becomes amen- 
able to papal jurisdiction. The head of the spiritual department is 
entitled accordingly to obedience from secular rulers. “As I have to 
answer for you at the awful Judgment,” he writes to William I of Eng- 
land 1 , “in the interests of your own salvation, ought you, can you avoid 
immediate obedience to me ?” The implication is that the obedience which 
is expected from all Christians is obedience to himself. 

When the great question came as to the sentence of a king who was, 
in his view, manifestly unrighteous, there could be no doubt with him as 
to the authority he could exercise. The theory of passive obedience to a 
wicked king could not influence him or his supporters for a moment; a 
king who aimed at his own glory had ceased to be the servant of God 
and become the servant of the devil; he was no longer a king but a tyrant. 
With the Pope, the judge of right and wrong, lay the sentence. Saul, 
ordained by God for his humility, was deposed by Samuel, the representa- 
tive of God, for his pride and disobedience. The Pope is through St Peter 
the representative of God; as he has power to bind and loose in spiritual 
things, how much more in secular ! Henry had not merely been disobe- 
dient; his pride had led him to attempt the overthrow of the Pope, a 
direct outrage on St Peter himself. St Peter, therefore, through the Pope’s 
mouth, pronounces sentence of excommunication and deposition. Gregory 
has faced the logical outcome of his point of view. The two powers are 
not equal and independent; the head of the ecclesiastical department is 
dominant over the head of the temporal. And so, when the enemies of 
Henry in Germany were contemplating the election of an anti-king to 
succeed Rudolf, he sends them the wording of the oath that their new 
choice must take to him — the oath of fealty of a vassal to his over- 
lord. 

Gregory found himself faced at his accession with a situation that 
gave him every cause for anxiety, but much real ground for optimism. 
In the twenty-four years following his recall to Rome by Pope Leo IX a 
great advance had been made. The reformed Papacy had assumed its 
natural position as leader and director of the reform movement. It had 
vindicated the independence of its own elections against the usurpation 
of the Roman nobles and the practice of imperial nomination, it was 
asserting its absolute authority in ecclesiastical matters over all archbishops 
and bishops, and it was beginning to recover its temporal power in Italy. 
But its progress was hampered by difficulties aiid opposition from every 

1 Beg. vn, 25. This is the letter iu which he expresses the relations between 
the two powers by the simile of the sun and moon. As in 1073 they both give light, 
but no longer equal light. 
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quarter. Papal decrees had been promulgated against simony and clerical 
marriage, but there was more opposition to these decrees than obedience. 
The absolute authority of the Pope over all metropolitans was not denied 
in theory, but it had not been maintained in practice, and much resent- 
ment was aroused by its exercise. The temporal possessions of the Pope 
were continually exposed to the encroachments of the Normans, who would 
acknowledge themselves vassals of the Papacy but paid no heed to its 
instructions. And all these difficulties were complicated and controlled 
by the relations of the Pope with the King of Germany, and by the clash of 
their conflicting interests. The situation would have been easier had 
Henry III been on the throne. He at any rate was an earnest promoter 
of ecclesiastical reform. Henry IV was not even in sympathy with the 
reform movement, and simony in episcopal elections had become frequent 
once more; while he was as firmly resolved as his father that royal control 
over all his subjects, lay and ecclesiastical, should be maintained, and this 
implied royal control of nominations to bishoprics and abbeys both in 
Germany and North Italy. Hence the crisis that had arisen with regard 
to Milan just before Alexander IPs death. In the establishment of his 
authority in the ecclesiastical department, Gregory was thus faced by the 
opposition of the higher clergy (except in Saxony where the bishops as 
a whole allied themselves with the local opposition to Henry), supported 
by the king, and also of the lower ranks of the secular clergy, who con- 
sidered that clerical celibacy was an ideal of perfection to which they 
ought not to be expected to aspire. He was supported on the whole by 
the regulars and often by the mass of the common people, who were 
readily aroused to action, as at Milan, against the laxity of the secular 
clergy. 

It was evident to the Pope that his best chance of success lay in 
obtaining the king’s support. Without it he could not coerce the higher 
clergy; with it the decrees for Church reform could be made efficacious. 
He regarded the royal power as the natural supporter of the Papacy, and 
the protector of its temporal authority in South Italy against Norman 
aggression. His imagination led him to visualise the magnificent concep- 
tion of a united Empire and Papacy working together in harmony for the 
same spiritual objects, and he was sanguine enough to believe that Henry 
could be induced to take the same view. And so the first task he under- 
took was to bring about a reconciliation with the king. To effect this 
he sought assistance from every quarter — the Empress-mother Agnes, 
Beatrice and Matilda of Tuscany, Dukes Rudolf of Swabia and Godfrey 
of Lower Lorraine, Bishop Rainald of Como— from anyone in short who 
might exercise influence over the king, and who might be expected to 
influence him in the right direction. Henry yielded, but he yielded to 
necessity, not to persuasion. In August he had with difficulty evaded the 
Saxons by flight and had made his way south, where he was remaining 
isolated and almost without support. The situation was in many respects 
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similar to that at Canossa, and the king’s policy was the same on both 
occasions — as his enemies in Germany had the upper hand, he must 
propitiate the anger of the Pope, and this could only be done by a com- 
plete outward submission. The letter Gregory VII received from the king 
in September 1073 was as abject as the humiliation of 1077, without the 
personal degradation of Canossa. The king confesses that he is guilty of 
all the charges brought against him and asks for papal absolution; he 
promises obedience to Gregory’s bidding in the matter of reform, especially 
in regard to Milan, and expresses his keen desire for the harmonious co- 
operation of the spiritual and temporal powers. The delight of Gregory 
was unbounded when he received this letter, so full, he says, of sweetness 
and obedience, such as no Pope had ever received from Emperor before. 
He failed to realise, though he saw it clearly enough later, that the Saxon 
situation was entirely responsible, and that Henry’s humility depended 
on his position in Germany; he even did his best to bring Henry and the 
Saxons to terms. To Henry’s appeal for absolution he responded with 
enthusiasm, and early in the following year it was effected by an embassy 
headed by two cardinal -bishops and accompanied by Henry’s mother 
Agnes. 

Assured of royal support, or at any rate relieved from the embarrass- 
ment of royal opposition, he now took in hand the important questions 
of Church reform and the assertion of his ecclesiastical authority. He 
knew the hostility he had to face. In North Italy, Archbishop Guibert 
of Ravenna had submitted himself to Alexander II and promised obedience, 
but little reliance could be placed on his promises; in general, the morals 
of the clergy were lax, the episcopate was mutinous. In Germany, there 
was an atmosphere of sullen resentment against the measures already taken 
by Alexander, and of ill-will towards his successor. It was not until 1074 
that the two leading metropolitans — Siegfried of Mayence, the German 
Arch-Chancellor, and Anno of Cologne (ex-regent of Germany, now living 
in retirement and devoted to good works)— -wrote to congratulate Gregory 
on his election ; and there is no evidence to shew that any of the others 
were more forward in this respect. Siegfried took the opportunity of 
expressing his pleasure and congratulations in a letter which he wrote on 
the subject of the dispute between the Bishops of Prague and Olmutz, 
Bohemian sees within his province. In this letter he complained of the 
intervention of the late Pope in a matter which came within his own 
jurisdiction; particularly that Alexander had allowed the Bishop of 
Olmutz to appeal direct to Rome, and had sent legates to Bohemia who 
without reference to Siegfried had suspended the Bishop of Prague from 
his office. This was a test case, and Gregory replied with -great vigour. 
He rebutted the arguments from Canon Law which Siegfried, had urged, 
and accused him of neglect of his office and of arrogance towards the 
Apostolic See. Siegfried’s timid attempt to assert himself was overwhelmed 
by the Pope’s vehemence, and he made no further effort to interfere with 
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tlie papal settlement of the question. The Bishop of Prague obeyed the 
Pope’s summons to Rome, and Gregory, by his lenient treatment of him, 
gave the episcopate a lesson in the value of ready obedience. 

This was a signal victory. He passed on to deal with the questions 
of simony and clerical marriage. In the first synod he held in Rome, in 
Lent 1074, he repeated the decrees of his predecessors against these abuses, 
and proceeded to take measures for their enforcement in Germany. The 
two cardinal -bishops, who had given absolution to the king and to his 
excommunicated councillors at Easter 1074 , had the further task imposed 
upon them of summoning a synod of German clergy, promulgating the 
decrees at this synod, and enforcing acquiescence in their execution. This 
was a difficult task, rendered impossible by the overbearing manner of the 
papal legates. They addressed themselves first to two of the leading arch- 
bishops, Siegfried of Mayence and Liemar of Bremen, with a haughty 
injunction to them to hold a synod. They met their match in Liemar. 
A supporter of the reform movement, the methods of the Pope and his 
legates roused his pride and independence. He refused to do anything 
without previous consultation with the episcopate as a whole, and sneered 
at the impracticable suggestion that he should hold a synod to which his 
suffragans far distant in North Germany or in Denmark would not be 
able to come 1 . Siegfried deprecated the whole business, but from timidity 
rather than pride. He temporised for six months and at last called a 
synod at Erfurt in October. As he expected, he was faced by a violent 
outburst from the secular clergy, who fortified themselves against the 
decree enforcing celibacy by the words of St Paul, and the synod broke up 
in confusion. Another incident that happened at the same time well 
illustrates the temper of the episcopate. Archbishop Udo of Treves was 
ordered by the Pope to investigate the charges brought against the Bishop 
of Toul by one of his clergy. He held a synod at which more than twenty 
bishops were present. They commenced by a unanimous protest against 
the Pope’s action in submitting a bishop to the indignity of having to 
answer before a synod to charges that any of his clergy might please to 
bring against him. Needless to say, the bishop was unanimously acquitted. 
In only one quarter, in fact, could the Pope find support — in Saxony. 
Here the episcopate was allied with the lay nobility in opposition to 
Henry, and it was part of its policy to keep on good terms with the Pope. 
It is not surprising, then, to learn that Bishop Burchard of Halberstadt, 
one of the chief leaders of the Saxons, wrote to Gregory to deplore the 
unworthy treatment of the papal legates in Germany, and received his 
reward in a warm letter of commendation from the Pope. 

Gregory now began to take vigorous action to enforce his will. Arch- 
bishop Liemar, defiant to the legates who had summoned him to appear 
in Rome in November, was ordered by the Pope himself to come to the 
1 Liemar gives a lively account of his altercation with the legates in a letter to the 
Bishop of Hildesheim (Sudendorf, Reg. x, 5). 



62 The Pope's efforts to enforce obedience in Germany 


Lenten Synod of 1075. The same summons was sent to Archbishop 
Siegfried, and to six of his suffragan bishops as well. The Pope further 
issued circulars appealing especially to prominent laymen to assist him in 
executing his decrees. Siegfried’s answer to Gregory’s summons was typical 
of the timid man striving to extricate himself from the contest between 
two violently hostile parties. Afraid to oppose the Pope’s will, and equally 
afraid to enforce it, he excused himself from coming to Rome on the 
ground of ill-health, pleaded lack of time for his inability to examine the 
conduct of the six suffragans mentioned in Gregory’s letter, but declared 
that he had sent on the Pope’s order with instructions to them to obey 
it. He expressed his compliance with the decrees against simony and 
clerical marriage, but urged moderation and discretion in their execution. 

The synod sat at Rome from 24 to 28 February 1075. At this synod 
the Pope suspended the absent and disobedient Liemar, and passed the 
same sentence on the Bishops of Bamberg, Strasbourg, and Spires, three 
of the six suffragans of Mayence whose attendance he had ordered; the 
other three seem to have satisfied him, temporarily at any rate, by their 
appearance or through representatives. Decrees were also passed against 
simony and clerical marriage, with the special addition, in conformity with 
Gregory’s policy, of a clause calling on the laity to assist by refraining 
from attending the mass celebrated by an offending priest. In sending 
the text of these decrees to Archbishop Siegfried 1 , he shewed that the 
moderation urged by Siegfried was not in his mind at all. The decrees 
are to be issued and enforced in their full rigour. Instructions to the same 
effect were sent to other metropolitans and bishops, for instance to the 
Archbishops of Cologne and Magdeburg, with injunctions to hold synods 
to enforce the decrees. This was again pressed on Siegfried and distressed 
him still further. He eventually replied to the Pope in July or August, 
in a letter intended to be tactful and to shift responsibility from his 
own shoulders. It was no use; Gregory was quite firm. He replied on 
3 September, acknowledging the weight of Siegfried’s arguments but 
declaring them of no effect when set in the balance against his pastoral 
duty. Siegfried was forced to comply, especially as the submission of 
the Saxons took away from him his chief excuse for delay. He held a 
synod at Mayence in October, and, as before, it was broken up by the 
turbulence of the secular clergy. But the whole question was now to be 
transferred to a larger stage, and the next act in the drama is the 
Council of Worms. 

In this struggle with the German episcopate, in which matters were 
rapidly coming to a crisis, Gregory had been able to act unhampered by 
royal interference, and so far his policy of effecting a reconciliation with 

1 Jaffe, Mon. Greg. ep. coll. 3. The same letter was sent as well to Archbishop 
W eruer of Magdeburg (ep. coll. 4) and to Bishop Otto of Constance (ep. coll. 5), There 
seems little doubt that these -letters should be dated February 1075 and not, as by Jaffe., 
March 1074. 
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Henry had justified itself. But in North Italy, where he required the 
active co-operation rather than the non-interference of the king, the 
policy had not been so successful. Little, however, could he expected 
from Henry when his position in Germany itself was so difficult, and for 
two years Gregory seems to have persisted in his confidence in the king’s 
sincerity. He did complain, indeed, in December 1074 that Henry had 
not yet taken any action with regard to Milan, and be administered a 
gentle warning as to the councillors he had around him. But the more 
personal letter he wrote at the same time gives expression to his confi- 
dence in the king. In this letter he detailed his plan of leading a vast 
expedition to the East both to protect the Eastern Christians and to 
bring them back to the orthodox faith; he is careful to seek Henry’s 
advice and assistance in this, because in the event of his going he intends 
to leave the Homan Church under Henry’s care and protection. If he 
could trust the king to this extent, he was profoundly suspicious of his 
councillors and of their confederates the Lombard bishops. At the Lenten 
Synod of 1075, three Italian bishops were suspended for disobedience to 
his summons, and five of Henry’s councillors, promoters of simony, are to 
be excommunicated if they have not appeared in Rome and given satis- 
faction by 1 J une. At the same synod was passed the first decree against 
lay investiture. 

Against the practice of lay ownership of churches, great and small, 
the reformed Papacy had already raised its protest, and the necessity of 
obtaining suitable agents for the work of reform had turned its attention 
to the method of appointment. While denying the right of the king to 
control, appointments, the Popes allowed him a considerable though un- 
defined role, both as head of the laity and as the natural protector of 
the Church. In this Gregory VII acquiesced, and where the appointments 
were good from the spiritual point of view, as was the case in England 
under William I, he was little disposed to question the method. It was 
the insubordination of the episcopate in Germany and North Italy, and 
especially the clash of papal and imperial claims at Milan, that led him 
to take definite action against a royal control that led to bad appoint- 
ments. The king, for his part, regarded bishoprics as being in his gift, 
and allowed no bishop to exercise his functions until he had invested him 
with ring and staff. To the Church party the use of these symbols be- 
tokened the conferring by the king of spiritual functions; this -was an 
abuse the removal of which might lead to the restoration of true canonical 
election. In Gregory VII’s eyes it was clearly not an end in itself, but 
only a step towards the end, which was through free election by clergy 
and people to obtain a personnel adequate for its spiritual functions and 
amenable to papal authority. 

The importance of lay investiture had been early recognised by 
Cardinal Humbert in his Liber adversus Symoniacos , but Gregory VII was 
the* first Pope to legislate directly on the subject. The first decree 
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prohibiting lay investiture (though not imposing any penalty on laymen 
who invested) was passed at this synod in 1075. Blit it was never properly 
published. Bishops elected and invested in 1075 and 1076 could plead 
ignorance of its existence and the Pope accepted their plea. No German 
writer seems to know of it, and we are indebted for its wording solely 
to a Milanese writer, Amulf, which gives weight to the suggestion that 
the Milanese situation was principally responsible for the framing of the 
decree. The fact was that Gregory knew that he was dealing with a long- 
established custom, regarded by the king as a prescriptive right, and he 
knew that he must walk warily. He first of all sent the text of the decree 
to the king accompanied by a message to explain that it was no new step 
that he was taking but a restoration of canonical practice, and urging 
the king, if he felt his rights to be in any way infringed, to communicate 
with him, so that the matter could be arranged on a just and amicable 
footing. Gregory attempted to establish his point by negotiation, and 
he seems to have imagined that the king would recognise the fairness of 
his claim. Henry made no reply to these overtures, and the Pope does 
not seem to have been immediately perturbed by this ominous silence. In 
July he warmly praised the king for his zeal in resisting simony and 
clerical marriage, which gives him reason, he says, to hope for still higher 
and better things — acquiescence, doubtless, in the new decree, J list after 
this, two ambassadors from Henry arrived in Borne with a strictly con- 
fidential message to the Pope to be communicated to no one except the 
king’s mother Agnes, or Beatrice and Matilda of Tuscany. This has been 
conjectured, with great probability, to have had reference to the king’s 
desire to be crowned Emperor by the Pope; if this be so we have a ready 
explanation of his willingness to keep on good terms with the Pope, even 
after his great victory over the Saxons in June. Gregory took some time 
to reply, owing to illness; but, when he did, he warmly congratulated 
the king on his victory over the rebels, and wrote in a tone of confidence 
that they were going to work together in harmony. 

This was the last time that he expressed any such confidence, and in 
the meantime the situation in Italy, especially at Milan, had been getting 
steadily worse. Revolt against the Pope was spreading in North Italy, 
and Archbishop Guibert of Ravenna once more took the opportunity of 
proclaiming the independence of his see. In Milan, Erlembald, the leader 
of the Pataria and practical ruler of the city, had, in accordance with the 
Pope’s appeal to the laity, forbidden the offending clergy to exercise their 
functions, which were usurped by a priest of his own party, Liutprand. 
A riot ensued in which Erlembald was killed and Liutprand mutilated. 
Their enemies in triumph reported the facts to Henry, and asked him to 
appoint a new archbishop in place of his previous nominee Godfrey, from 
whom he had practically withdrawn support. That Henry for some time 
ignored this request may have encouraged the Pope in the confidence 
that he expressed in August. But, with the situation in Germany be- 
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coming increasingly favourable, Henry seems to have felt himself strong 
enough to follow his own inclinations, and to listen again to those coun- 
cillors from whom Gregory had been most anxious to separate him. His 
two ambassadors, who were still waiting instructions from him in Rome, 
suddenly received a message at the beginning of September to make public 
what he had previously wished to be a close secret, a discourtesy to the 
Pope which the latter rightly felt to be ominous. And at the same time 
he sent an embassy into Italy which revealed a complete change in his 
policy. It was headed by Count Eberhard of Nellenburg, who was almost 
certainly one of the councillors placed under a ban by the Pope. Its first 
object was to make an alliance with the Lombard bishops and to attempt 
to ally the king with the excommunicated Norman duke, Robert Guiscard. 
Further, by royal authority, bishops were appointed to the vacant sees of 
Fermo and Spoleto, sees which lay within the provincia Romana 1 . But 
the main purpose of the embassy was to make a settlement of* affairs at 
Milan, so as completely to re-establish the old imperial authority. 
Acceding to the request of the anti-Patarian party, Henry ignored both 
his own nominee Godfrey and also Atto, whom the Pope recognised as 
archbishop, and proceeded to invest one Tedald, who was consecrated 
archbishop by the suffragans of Milan. As in 1072, Henry so long 
compliant deliberately provoked a rupture on the question of Milan. It 
was an issue in which imperial and papal interests vitally conflicted, and 
now that he was master once more in Germany it was an issue that he 
felt himself strong enough to raise. Henry had revealed himself in his 
true colours. The Pope’s eyes were opened. He realised at last the meaning 
of Henry’s submission in 1073, and that it was due not to sincerity but 
to defeat. It was clear that compliance could be expected from Henry 
only when his fortunes were at a low ebb, and that at such times no re- 
liance could be placed on his promises. The Pope’s dream is at an end; 
he is now awake to the realities of the situation, the bitter frustration of 
all his hopes. 

His tone to the usurper Tedald and his orders to the suffragan bishops 
of Milan were sharp and uncompromising. With the king he tried the 
effect of threats to see if they would succeed where persuasion had failed. 
By the king’s own ambassadors he sent him a letter in which he summed 
up the leading offences of Henry-— he is reported to be associating with 
his excommunicated councillors, and if this be true must do penance and 
seek absolution; he is certainly guilty with regard to Fermo and Spoleto 
and most culpable of all in his action at Milan, which was a direct breach 
of all his promises and a proof of the falseness of his pretended humility 
and obedience to Rome. A more mild rebuke follows for Henry’s silence 
to his overtures regarding the investiture decree; if the king felt himself 
aggrieved he ought to have stated his grievances. Until he has given satis- 
faction on all these points, the king must expect no answer to his previous 
1 Hence Gregory’s complaint that they were men unknown to him. 
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enquiry (again, doubtless, on the question of his coronation at Rome). 
He concludes with a warning to the king to remember the fate of Saul, 
who, like Henry, had displayed pride and disobedience after his victory ; 
it is the humility of David that a righteous king must imitate. The letter 
was stern, but not uncompromising; the message given to the ambassadors 
to deliver by word of mouth was more direct. It amounted to a distinct 
threat that, failing compliance, Henry must expect the sentence of 
excommunication, and possibly of deposition also, to be pronounced 
against him from the papal chair. This verbal message was in effect an 
ultimatum. 

The embassy reached Henry early in January 1076. He could not 
brook threats of this nature when policy no longer required him to yield 
to them. He had been humble to the Pope only until he had defeated 
his other foe ; now that he was victorious, the need for humility was past, 
and he could deal directly with the other enemy that was menacing the 
imperial rights. His previous humiliation only made his desire for revenge 
more keen, and his indignation demanded a speedy revenge. The bishops 
he knew to be as bitter against the Pope as himself; and he summoned 
them to a Council at Worms on 24 January. The short notice given in 
the summons must have prevented the attendance of several, such as 
Archbishop Liemar, who would gladly have been present; even so, two 
archbishops, Siegfried of Mayenee and Udo of Treves, and twenty-four 
bishops, subscribed their names to the proceedings. There was no need 
for persuasion or deliberation. They readily 1 renounced allegiance to the 
Pope, and concocted a letter addressed to him in which they brought 
forward various charges (of adultery, perjury, and the like) to blacken his 
character, but laid their principal stress on the only serious charge they 
could bring — his treatment of the episcopate. The king composed a letter 
on his own account, making the bishops' 1 cause his own, and indignantly 
repudiating Gregory’s claim to exercise authority over himself, who as 
the Lord’s anointed was above all earthly judgment, ordered him to de- 
scend from the papal throne and yield it to a more worthy occupant. The 
next step was to obtain the adhesion of the North Italian bishops, 
which was very readily given at a council at Piacenza, and to Roland 
of Parma was entrusted the mission of delivering to the Pope the 
sentence of deposition pronounced by the king and the bishops of the 
Empire. 

At Christmas 1075 had occurred the outrage of Cencius, who laid 
violent hands on the Pope and hurried him, a prisoner, into a fortress of 
his own. Gregory was rescued by the Roman populace, and had to inter- 
vene to prevent them from tearing his captor in pieces. The horror 
aroused at this incident gave an added reverence to the person of the Pope, 
and it was in these circumstances, and while the Lenten Synod was about 
to commence its deliberations, that Roland of Parma arrived. The message 

1 Except Bishop Herman of Metz, who was doubtless coerced into signing. 
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which he delivered to the assembled synod was an outrage beside which 
that of Cencius paled into insignificance. It shocked the general feeling 
of the day, which was accordingly prejudiced on the Pope's side at the 
commencement of the struggle. At the synod itself there was a scene of 
wild disorder and uproar. The Pope, depressed at the final ruin of his 
hopes and at the prospect of the struggle before him, alone remained calm; 
he intervened to protect Roland from --their- fury, and succeeded at last in 
quieting the assembly and recalling it to its deliberations. The verdict 
was assured and he proceeded to pass sentence on his aggressors. Arch- 
bishop Siegfried and the other German bishops that subscribed are 
sentenced to deposition and separated from communion with the Church ; 
a proviso is added giving the opportunity to those who had been coerced 
into signing to make their peace before 1 August. The same sentence is 
passed on the Lombard bishops. Finally he deals with the king in an 
impressive utterance addressed to St Peter, in whose name he declares 
him deposed and absolves his subjects from their oath of allegiance; and 
then he bans him from the communion of the Church, recounting his 
various offences — communicating with the excommunicated councillors; 
his many iniquities ; his contempt of papal warnings ; his breach of the 
unity of the Church by his attack on the Pope. 

The hasty violence and the fantastic charges of the king and the bishops 
contrasted very strikingly with the solemn and deliberate sentence of the 
Pope. Confident himself in the justice of his action, there were some who 
doubted, and for these he wrote a circular letter detailing the events that 
led to Henry’s excommunication. The facts spoke for themselves, but 
there were still some who continued to doubt whether in any circum- 
stances the Pope had the right to excommunicate the king; to convince 
these he wrote a letter to Bishop Herman of Metz (who had hastened to 
make his peace with the Pope for his enforced signature at W orms), in 
which he justifies himself by precedents, by the power given to St Peter, 
and by the authority of Scripture and the Fathers. It is rather a hurried 
letter, in which he answers briefly and somewhat impatiently several 
questions put to him by Herman. He makes it quite clear, however, 
that he regards the spiritual power as superior to the temporal, and that 
his authority extends over all temporal rulers. Henceforward there is no 
sign of his earlier attitude which seemed to imply adherence to the 
Gelasian standpoint; he is now the judge who decides whether the king 
is doing that which is right (i.e. is worthy to be king), and the test of 
right-doing is obedience to the papal commands. One point calls for re- 
mark. It is only the excommunication that he justifies. The sentence of 
deposition plays little part in 1076 ; it is not a final sentence as in 1080, 
and even by Henry’s enemies in Germany, who considered this to be a 
question rather for them to decide, little attention is paid to this part of 
-'"'the sentence. Probably in the Pope’s eyes it was subsidiary; deposition 
and the absolving of the king’s subjects from their oath of allegiance was 
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a necessary consequence of excommunication in order to save from the 
same penalty the subjects of the excommunicated king. As is clear from 
his letter to Bishop Herman, he contemplated the absolution of the 
king as a possibility in the near future, and he did not at present 
contemplate the appointment of a successor to Henry. 

The king received intelligence of the papal sentence at Easter, and im- 
mediately summoned a council to meet at Worms on Whitsunday. The 
crisis had been reached. The king had ordered the Pope to descend from 
St Peter’s chair; the Pope treated the king as contumacious, excommuni- 
cated him, and declared him to be no longer king. Which was to prevail? 
The answer to this was quickly given. The papal ban was seen to be 
speedily efficacious. It frightened the more timid of Henry’s adherents, 
it impressed moderate men who had been horrified by the king’s attack on 
the Pope. Moreover it gave the excuse for revolt to raise its head in 
Saxony once more, and to win adherents from among the higher nobility 
in the rest of Germany, alienated by the high-handed measures of the 
king in his moment of triumph and resenting their own lack of influence 
in the affairs of the kingdom. The situation in Germany is dealt with in 
another chapter. Here it is enough to say that Henry found himself iso- 
lated, and faced by a coalition far more dangerous to his power than the 
revolt of 1073. His summons to councils at Worms and Mayence were 
ignored, and the bishops of Germany were hastening to make their peace 
with the Pope, either directly or indirectly through the papal legate, 
Bishop Altmann of Passau. Only in North Italy were his adherents still 
faithful, and with them it was not possible for him to join forces. The 
imperial authority was humiliated between the encroachments of the 
spiritual power on the one hand, and the decentralising policy of the 
leading nobles on the other. At the Diet of princes held at Tribur in 
October these two powers came to terms for mutual action. Two papal 
legates were present, and the Pope’s letter of the previous month, in 
which for the first time he contemplates the possibility of a successor to 
Henry, was probably before the diet. He insists in that event on being 
consulted as to their choice, requiring careful information as to per- 
sonal character; he claims that the Apostolic See has the right of confirm- 
ing the election made by the nobles. Such a right was not likely to be 
conceded by them, hut to obtain papal support they were willing to 
satisfy him essentially. Henry was forced to send a solemn promise of 
obedience to the Pope and of satisfaction for his offences, and to pro- 
mulgate his change of mind to all the nobles, lay and ecclesiastical, of the 
kingdom. The diet then arrived at two important decisions. Accepting 
the justice of Henry’s excommunication, they agreed that if he had not 
obtained absolution by 23 February they would no longer recognise him 
as king. Secondly, they summoned a council to be held at Augsburg on 
2 February, at which they invited the Pope to be present and to preside; 
at this council the question of Henry’s worthiness to reign was to be 
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decided and, if necessary, the choice of a successor was to be made. These 
decisions were communicated to the Pope, and also to Henry, who was 
remaining on the other side of the river at Oppenheim, carefully watched, 
with only a few attendants, almost a prisoner. 

The Pope received the news with delight and accepted the invitation 
with alacrity. It meant for him the realisation of his aims and the 
exhibition to the world of the relative importance of the spiritual and 
temporal powers; Pope Gregory VII sitting in judgment on King 
Henry IV would efface the unhappy memory of King Henry III sitting 
in judgment on Pope Gregory VI thirty years before. He left Rome in 
December and travelled north into Lombardy. But the escort promised 
him from Germany did not arrive, and the news reached him that Henry 
had crossed the Alps and was in Italy, Uncertain as to the king’s inten- 
tions and fully aware of the hostility of the Lombards, he took refuge 
in Countess Matilda’s castle of Canossa. 

The king was in a desperate position. He could expect little mercy 
from the council of his enemies at Augsburg in February. The conjunc- 
tion of the Pope and the German nobles was above all things to be 
avoided. The only resource left to him was to obtain absolution, and to 
obtain it from the Pope in Italy, before he arrived in Germany. To effect 
this a humiliation even more abject than that of 1073 was necessary: he 
must appear in person before the Pope not as a king but as a penitent 
sinner; it would be hard for the Pope to refuse absolution to a humble 
penitent. His decision arrived at, he acted with singular courage and 
resolution. He had to elude the close vigilance of the nobles and escape 
from his present confinement; as they were guarding the other passes into 
Italy, only the Mont Cenis pass was left to him, which was in the control 
of his wife’s family, the counts of Savoy; but the winter was one of the 
most severe on record, and the passage of the Mont Cenis pass was an 
undertaking that might have daunted the hardiest mountaineer. All 
these difficulties Henry overcame, and with his wife, his infant son, and 
a few personal attendants he reached the plains of Lombardy. Here he 
found numerous supporters, militant anti-Papalists, eager to flock to his 
banner. It was a serious temptation, but his good sense shewed him that 
it would ultimately have been fatal, and he resisted it. With his meagre 
retinue he continued his journey until he arrived at the gates of Canossa, 
where the final difficulty was to be overcome, the obtaining of the papal 
absolution. To this end he strove to obtain the intercession of his god- 
father Abbot Hugh of Cluny, of the Countess Matilda, of any of those 
present whose influence might prevail with the Pope. And he carried 
out to the full his design of throwing off the king and appearing as 
the sinner seeking absolution; bare-footed, in the woollen garb of the 
penitent, for three days he stood humbly in the outer courtyard of 
Canossa. 

There are few moments in history that have impressed later genera- 
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tions so much 1 as this spectacle of the heir to the Empire standing in the 
courtyard of Canossa, a humble suppliant for papal absolution. But it 
is within the castle that we must look for the real drama of Canossa. 
Paradoxical as it sounds, it was the king who had planned and achieved 
this situation ; the plans of the Pope were upset by this sudden appear- 
ance, his mind was unprepared for the emergency. The three days of 
waiting are not so much the measure of Henry’s humiliation as of 
Gregory’s irresolution. Could he refuse absolution to one so humble and 
apparently so penitent? The influence of those on whom he was wont to 
lean for spiritual help, especially the Abbot of Cluny, urged him to 
mercy; the appeal of the beloved Countess Matilda moved him in the 
same direction. But they only saw a king in penitential garb; he had 
the bitter experience of the last two years to guide him, and what confi- 
dence could he feel that the penitence of Henry was more sincere now, 
when his need was greater, than it had been in 1073? He saw before him 
too the prospect of the wrecking of all his hopes, the breach of his 
engagement with the German nobles, which would probably result 
from an absolution given in circumstances that neither he nor they had 
contemplated. His long hesitation was due, then, to the conflict in his 
mind; it was not a deliberate delay designed to increase to the utmost the 
degradation of the king. 

But at last the appeal to the divine mercy prevailed over all other 
considerations. The doors were opened and Henry admitted to the Pope’s 
presence; the ban was removed, and the king was received once more 
into communion with the Church. From him the Pope extracted such 
assurances of his penitence and guarantees for his future conduct as would 
justify the absolution and at the same time leave the situation as far as 
possible unaltered from the papal point of view. With his hand on the 
Gospels the king took an oath to follow the Pope’s directions with regard 
to the charges of the German nobles against him, whichever way they 
might tend, and further by no act or instigation of his to impede 
Gregory from coming into Germany or to interfere with his safe-conduct 
while there. The Pope sent a copy of this oath to the German nobles 
with a letter 2 describing the events at Canossa. He realised that the 
absolution of Henry in Italy would appear to them in the light of a be- 
trayal of the compact he had entered into with them. His letter is an 
explanation, almost an apology of his action; while he points out that 

1 Or contemporary opinion so little. Bismarck’s famous words “zn Canossa gelien 
wir nicht” indicate the aspect of Canossa that impresses the modern mind. But the 
brief allusions to Canossa in contemporary writers only refer to the king’s absolution 
and its political results; it did not occur to them that the monarchy had been 
degraded by Henry’s action. His seat on the throne had been shaken by the ex- 
communication ; he righted himself by his penance at Canossa. 

2 This letter \(Seg. iv, 12) is our only real authority for the details of Canossa. 
Lampert of Hersfeld’s account is clearly based on the Pope’s letter, with characteristic 
embellishments of his own invention. 
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the non-appearance of the promised escort had prevented him from 
reaching Germany, he is careful to insist firstly that it was impossible for 
him to refuse absolution, secondly that he has entered into no engagement 
with the king and that his purpose is as before to be present at a council 
in Germany. He lingered, in fact, for some months in North Italy, 
waiting for the escort that never came; at last he resigned himself to the 
inevitable and slowly retraced his steps to Rome, which he reached at the 
beginning of September. 

Henry’s plan had been precisely fulfilled. He had counted the cost — 
a public humiliation — and was prepared to pay the additional price in the 
form of promises; he had obtained his end — absolution — and the results 
he had anticipated from this were to prove the success of his policy 1 . In 
I Lombardy he resumed his royal rights, but resisted the clamour of his 

i Italian adherents, whose ardour he most thoroughly disappointed; he 

{' must still walk with great discretion, and Germany, not Italy, was his 

immediate objective. Thither he soon returned, and the effects of his 
i absolution were at once revealed. By the majority of his subjects he was 

jj regarded as the lawful sovereign once more. He had endured a grave 

I injury to imperial prestige, but he had administered an important check 

| to the two dangerous rivals of imperial power — the spiritual authority 

and the feudal nobility. 

The news of Henry’s absolution came as a shock to his enemies in 
Germany, upsetting their plans and disappointing their expectations. 
I Nor were they comforted by the Pope’s effort to reassure them. They 

| decided, however, to proceed with their original purpose and to hold a 

I diet at Forchheim in March. Their invitation to the Pope to be present 

at this diet must have contained a reference to their disappointment at 
j his action, for in his reply he finds it necessary to justify himself again, 

• f laying stress also on their failure to provide an escort. This was still the 

difficulty that prevented him from coming to Germany, but he sent two 
papal legates who were present at Forchheim, and who seem on their own 
responsibility to have confirmed the decision of the nobles and to have 
t !■ given papal sanction to the election of Duke Rudolf of Swabia as king. 

The election of Rudolf created a difficult situation, but one full of 
possibilities for the Pope which he was not slow to recognise. He refused, 
fl indeed, to confirm the action of his legates at Forchheim, but he recog- 

j nised the existence of two kings and claimed for himself the decision 

j between them. If he could establish this claim and obtain acquiescence 

in his decision, the predominance of the spiritual power would be revealed 
f as a fact. His decision must not be hurried; it must be given only after 

clear evidence and on the spiritual and moral grounds which were the 
justification of the supremacy he claimed. Righteousness must be the 
supreme test; he will give his decision to the king cut iustiiia facet , 

1 Tli is is very clearly stated by the writer most favourable to him. Vita Heinrici 
imperatoris , c. 3, SGUS, p. 16. 
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Again and again he emphasised this, and that the marks of iustitia were 
humility and obedience, obedience to the commandments of God and so 
to St Peter, and through St Peter to himself. Obedience to the Pope was 
to be the final test of worthiness to rule, and he gave one practical 
application of this principle. He still continued for a time to cherish the 
hope that he would preside in person over a council in Germany; when 
this was proved impossible, his plan was to send legates to preside in his 
place. From both kings he expected assistance. The king who was con- 
victed of hindering the holding of the council would be deposed, and 
judgment given in favour of the other; for as Gregory the Great had said, 
“even kings lose their thrones if they presume to oppose apostolic 
decrees.” Naturally his attitude gave intense dissatisfaction to both 
Henry and Rudolf; neither felt strong enough to stand alone, and both 
expected papal support. Henry urged the Pope to excommunicate the 
traitor Rudolf, who had presumed to set himself up against God’s anointed. 
The supporters of Rudolf were equally persistent. The Pope had absolved 
them from their allegiance to Henry. In conformity with this they had 
made a compact with him for joint action, a compact which they felt he 
had broken by his absolution of Henry. They had persisted, however, 
with the scheme and had elected Rudolf, and papal legates had been 
present and confirmed the election. Moreover, a garbled version of 
Canossa soon prevailed among them, which made it appear that the king 
had been granted absolution on conditions (distinct from those in his oath) 
which he had immediately broken, and was thereby again excommunicate. 
In this view they were again supported by the papal legates, who continued 
to embarrass the Pope by exceeding their instructions. Rudolf and his 
supporters can hardly be blamed for interpreting the action of the legates 
as performed on behalf of the Pope and by his orders. His continued 
neutrality and his constant reference to two kings only bewildered and 
irritated them. He persisted, however, in neutrality, undeterred by the 
complaints of either side, determined to take no action until the righteous- 
ness of one party or the absence of it in the other could be made apparent. 
Rut there could never have been much doubt as to the final decision. He 
always shewed complete confidence in Rudolf’s rectitude; his previous 
experience could have given him little confidence in Henry, The three 
days’ hesitation at Canossa had ended when he allowed himself to be 
assured of Henry’s penitence; the hesitation of the three years following 
Canossa was to be resolved when he could feel complete assurance of 
Henry’s guilt. 

From 1077 to 1080 the decision in Germany is naturally the chief 
object of the Pope’s attention. This did not divert his mind from the 
important questions of Church government and papal authority, but to 
some extent it hampered and restricted his actions; it would appear that 
he was careful to avoid any cause of friction with Henry which might 
compromise the settlement of the great decision. His authority was set 
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at naught by the bishops of North Italy, who refused to execute his decrees 
and defied his repeated excommunications. In Germany there is hardly a 
trace of the struggle that had been so bitter in 1074 and 1075; this was 
mainly due to the confusion arising from the state of civil war. Probably 
too the German episcopate was not anxious to engage in another trial 
of strength with the Pope. Their revolt at Worms had resulted in 
bringing them in submission to the Pope’s feet, and their leader, Arch- 
bishop Siegfried of Mayence, had given up all further thoughts of revolt 
against him. He had even abandoned his royal master and had con- 
secrated Rudolf as king; his instinct in every crisis for the losing side 
remained with him to the end. In Gregory’s correspondence during this 
period there is an almost complete absence of reference to ecclesiastical 
affairs in Germany. At the same time it is the period of his chief legis- 
lative activity. At the Lenten and November Synods of 1078, especially 
at the latter, he issued a number of decrees dealing with the leading ques- 
tions of Church discipline, most of which were subsequently incorporated 
by Gratian into his Decretum. The increased stringency of the measures 
taken to deal with ecclesiastical offenders is the principal feature of these 
decrees. Bishops are ordered to enforce clerical chastity in their dioceses, 
under penalty of suspension. The sacraments of married clergy had 
previously been declared invalid, and the laity ordered not to hear the 
mass of a married priest ; now entry into churches is forbidden to married 
clergy. All ordinations, simoniacal or otherwise uncanonical, are declared 
null and void, as are the orders of those ordained by excommunicated 
bishops. Naturally, then, the ordinations of simoniacal bishops are invalid ; 
an exception is made in the case of those ordained nescwnter et sine pretio 
by simoniacal bishops before the papacy of Nicholas II, who, after the 
laying-on of hands, might be confirmed in their orders 1 . As to the en- 
forcement of these decrees by the Pope we hear nothing; but they raised 
issues which were to be seriously contested after his death, and his imme- 
diate successors were eventually to take less extreme views. Further, the 
Pope dealt with the unlawful intervention of the laity in ecclesiastical 
affairs. Not only are the laity sternly prohibited from holding Church pro- 
perty or tithes; a decree is also passed in November 1078 condemning the 
practice of lay investiture. It is noticeable that it only prohibits investi- 
ture with the spiritual office, and that it enforces penalties only on the 
recipients, not on the laity who invest. Finally, there were a number of 
decrees connected with points of doctrine, the most important of which was 
issued after considerable debate at the Lenten Synod of 1079, affirming 
the substantial change of the elements after consecration. It was an 
answer to the heresy of Berengar of Tours, who is compelled once more to 
recant ; Gregory as before shewed great leniency in dealing with him, and 
actually threatened with excommunication anyone who should molest him. 

1 Reg. vi, 39. Saltet, Les Reordinations, pp. 205 sq., fails to notice this im- 
portant letter, and therefore forms a different conclusion as to Gregory’s attitude. 
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All this legislation, important as it was and fruitful in future contro- 
versies, was subsidiary to the question of the German kingdom, which at 
every synod took the leading place. Gregory was continually striving to 
bring about the council in Germany over which his legates were to preside. 
Both kings promised to co-operate and to abide by the decision of the 
legates; both promised an escort to ensure the safe-conduct of the legates. 
But nothing was done by either; Rudolf was doubtless unable, Henry 
was certainly unwilling. There was in consequence a strong feeling at the 
Lenten Synod of 1079 that the Pope should immediately decide for Rudolf. 
Gregory, however, persevered and contented himself with renewed promises, 
guaranteed by oath, from the ambassadors of both kings. Henry was be- 
coming impatient. As his position in Germany grew more secure, his 
need to conciliate the Pope became less urgent. At the Lenten Synod of 
1080 his ambassadors appeared not with promises but with the demand, 
accompanied probably by threats, that the Pope should immediately 
excommunicate Rudolf; Rudolf’s ambassadors replied with a string of 
charges against Henry, to prove his unrighteousness and insincerity. The 
Pope could remain neutral no longer. Henry’s embassy had provided the 
evidence he required to prove the king’s breach of faith. Against Henry 
the decision was given. 

The proceedings of the synod commenced with a renewal of the decree 
against lay investiture, accompanied, now that negotiation with Henry 
was at an end, by a further decree threatening with excommunication the 
lay power that presumed to confer investiture of bishopric or abbey. A 
third decree enforced the pure canonical election of bishops, and provided 
that, where this was in any way vitiated, the power of election should 
devolve on the Pope or the metropolitan. The synod terminated with 
the pronouncement of the papal decision on the German kingdom. Again 
in the form of a solemn address, this time with added effect to both 
St Peter and St Paul, Gregory dwells on his reluctance at every stage in his 
advancement to the papal chair, and recounts the history of his relations 
with Henry during the three preceding years, marking the insincerity of 
the king and his final disobedience in the matter of the council, which, with 
the ruin and desolation he had caused in Germany, proved his unrighteous- 
ness and unfitness to reign. Then follows the sentence — Henry, for his 
pride, disobedience, and falsehood, is excommunicated, deposed from his 
kingdom, and his subjects absolved from their oath of allegiance. Rudolf 
by his humility, obedience, truthfulness, is revealed as the righteous man; 
to him the kingdom, to which he had been elected by the German people, 
is entrusted by the Pope acting in the name of the two Apostles, to whom 
he appeals for a vindication of his just sentence. 

The sentence has a ring of finality in it that was not present in 1076. 
Henry is now deposed for ever and a successor appointed in his place. So it 
is on the deposition that the main emphasis is laid, as it was on the excom- 
munication in 1076. Gregory’s justification of his action is again addressed 
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to Bishop Herman of Metz, though not written till the following year. 
Unlike the similar letter of 1076 it shews no sign of haste or impatience; 
it is a reasoned statement, full of quotations from precedent and authority, 
and is concerned mainly with emphasising the complete subjection of the 
secular to the spiritual power, for even the lowest in the ecclesiastical 
hierarchy have powers which are not given to the greatest Emperors. It 
is a mighty assertion of the unlimited autocracy of the Pope over all men, 
even the greatest, on earth. And it was an assertion of authority in the 
justice of which Gregory had the supremest confidence. In the sentence 
he had prayed that Henry might acquire no strength in war, no victory 
in his lifetime. He followed this up on Easter Monday by his famous 
prophecy that Henry, if he did not repent, would be dead or deposed 
before St Peter’s day. He felt assured that the easy victory of 1076 would 
be repeated. But the situation was entirely different from that in 1076, 
as also the issue was to be. Then opinion in Germany had been shocked 
by the violence and illegality of the king in attempting to expel the Pope. 
The papal excommunication had been obeyed as a just retribution ; to the 
sentence of deposition little attention had been paid. As soon as the king 
was absolved he received again the allegiance of ail those who were in 
favour of legitimacy and a strong central authority, and were opposed to 
the local ambitions of the dukes who set up Rudolf. The Pope’s claim 
to have the deciding voice was not regarded very seriously by them, and 
still less attention was paid to his assertion of the complete autocracy of 
the spiritual power. When Henry would do nothing to make possible 
the council that the Pope so earnestly desired, his action was doubtless 
approved by them; and when the Pope in consequence excommunicated 
and deposed the king and appointed Rudolf in his place, he aroused 
very wide-spread indignation. It is Gregory who is the aggressor now, 
as Henry was in 1076; it is he that is regarded now as exceeding his 
powers in attempting to dethrone the temporal head of Western Christen- 
dom. The situation is completely reversed, and it is not too much to say 
that as a result of the papal sentence Henry’s power in Germany became 
stronger than it had been for some years. 

Henry was probably more alive than Gregory to the real facts of the 
situation. Rapidly, but with less precipitancy than he had shewn in 1076, 
he planned his counter-stroke. A council of German bishops held at 
Mayence on Whitsunday decreed the deposition of the Pope and arranged 
another council to be held at Brixen on 25 June, where a successor to 
Gregory was to be appointed. To this council the bishops of North Italy 
came in large numbers; the king was present and many nobles both of 
Germany and Italy. The bishops confirmed the Mayence decree and 
unanimously declared Gregory deposed; to the royal power was entrusted 
the task of executing the sentence. They also proceeded to the election 
of a successor, and their choice fell on Archbishop Guibert of Ravenna, 
the leader of the Lombard bishops in their revolt against papal authority. 
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A mail of strong determination, resolute in upholding the independence 
he claimed for his see, he had been repeatedly summoned to Rome by the 
Pope, and for his absence and contumacy repeatedly excommunicated. 
Though violently attacked by papalist writers and likened to the beast in 
the Apocalypse, no charges were made against his personal character; he 
seems also to have been in sympathy with Church reform, as his decrees 
shew. A stubborn opponent of Gregory, unmoved by papal excommuni- 
cations, he was eminently the man for Henry’s purpose in the final struggle 
that had now begun. For it was a struggle that admitted of no compro- 
mise — king and anti-Pope versus Pope and anti-king. St Peter’s day 
came and Gregory’s prophecy was not fulfilled; in October Rudolf was 
killed in battle. It was now possible for Henry to take in hand the 
execution of the Brixen decree, and to use the temporal weapon to expel 
the deposed Pope. 

Even before the Council of Brixen met, Gregory had realised the danger 
that threatened him. Spiritual weapons were of avail no longer; he must 
have recourse to the aid of temporal power. The Romans, he knew, were 
loyal to him and would resist the invader. In Tuscany he could rely 
absolutely on the devotion of Countess Matilda, but against this must be 
set the hostility of Lombardy. To restore the balance in his favour he 
was driven to seek assistance from the Normans in South Italy. Pie knew 
that they would welcome the alliance if he was willing to pay their price. 
The issues at stake were so vital to the Papacy and the Church that he 
felt justified in consenting to the price they demanded, though it involved 
what in other circumstances he would have regarded as an important 
breach of principle. To understand this it is necessary to review briefly 
his relations with the Normans during the past seven years. 

The relations of the Pope with the Normans were affected by two 
considerations — the protection of papal territory, and the possible need 
for their assistance. Robert Guiscard, Duke of Apulia, Calabria, and 
Sicily, who was trying to form a centralised Norman state in South 
Italy, had readily done homage to previous Popes in return for the 
cession of territory, and had rendered valuable assistance to the Papacy 
at Alexander II’s accession. Gregory was determined to yield no more ter- 
ritory. This and the reconciliation with Henry were the two chief objects 
of his attention during the first few months of his papacy. He increased 
the area of papal suzerainty by the addition of the lands belonging to 
the surviving Lombard rulers in the south, especially Benevento and 
Salerno; in return for his protection they surrendered them to the Pope 
and received them back again as fiefs from the Papacy. Richard, Prince 
of Capua, the only Norman who could rival Robert Guiscard, took the 
same step, and Gregory was delighted at the success of his policy, which 
was, as he himself declared, to keep the Normans from uniting to the 
damage of the Church. Robert Guiscard, desiring to expand his power, 
could only do so at the expense of papal territory. This, in spite of his 
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oath, he did not scruple to do, and was in consequence excommunicated 
at the Lenten Synods of 1074 and 1075. But the breach with Henry in 
1076 caused the Pope to contemplate the desirability of Norman aid; 
Robert made the cession of papal territory a necessary condition, and 
negotiations fell through. Moreover Richard of Capua had in the mean- 
time broken his allegiance and allied himself with Robert Guiscard, and 
together they made a successful attack on various portions of the papal 
territory. In Lent 1078 the Pope issued a bull of excommunication against 
them once more. Richard died soon afterwards and on his death-bed was 
reconciled with the Church ; his son Jordan came to Rome and made his 
peace with the Pope on the old terms. So once more Gregory had brought 
about disunion ; and a serious revolt of his vassals against Robert Guiscard, 
which it took the latter two years to quell, saved the Pope from further 
Norman aggression. The revolt was extinguished by the middle of 1080, at 
the very moment that the Pope decided to appeal to Robert for aid. They 
met at Ceprano. in June. The ban was removed, Robert did fealty to the 
Pope, and in return received investiture both of the lands granted him by 
Popes Nicholas II and Alexander II and of the territory he had himself 
seized, for which he agreed to pay an annual tribute to the Pope. The 
Pope thus confirmed what he is careful to call “an unjust tenure,” and 
to gain Robert’s aid sacrificed the principle for which he had stood firm 
in 1076. Whether justifiable or not the sacrifice was ineffectual. Robert 
Guiscard welcomed the alliance because his ambitions were turned to the 
East. Instead of obtaining the immediate help he required, the Pope had 
to give his blessing to Robert’s expedition against the Eastern Empire. 
The duke’s absence in Greece gave the opportunity for a renewed outbreak 
of revolt among his vassals. This forced him to return and he was not 
successful in crushing the revolt until July 1083; it was not till the 
following year, when it was as much to his own interest as to the Pope’s to 
check the successful advance of Henry, that he at last moved to Gregory’s 
support. Up to this time the alliance, without bringing any advantage 
to the Pope, had actually assisted the king. It gained for him two useful 
allies, both of whom were anxious to hamper the power of Robert Guis- 
card— Jordan of Capua and the Eastern Emperor Alexius. The latter 
supplied Henry with large sums of money, intended for use against Robert, 
but which the king was eventually to employ with success in his negotia- 
tions with the Romans. 

Robert Guiscard did at any rate, as previously in 1075, reject Henry’s 
proposals for an alliance. But he also disregarded the Pope’s appeals, and 
set sail for the East at the very time that Henry was marching on Rome. 
The Pope therefore had to rely on his own resources and the assistance 
of Countess Matilda. This did not weaken his determination; convinced 
of the righteousness of his cause he was confident of the result. At the 
Lenten Synod of 1081 he excommunicated Henry and his followers afresh, 
and from this synod he sent his legates directions with regard to the 
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election of a successor to Rudolf. He must not be hastily chosen ; the 
chief qualifications must be integrity of character and devotion to the 
Church. The Pope also sent them the wording of the oath he expected 
from the new king— an oath of fealty, promising obedience to the papal 
will in all things. This was the practical expression of the theories he 
enunciated at the same time in his letter to Bishop Herman of Metz 
justifying the excommunication and deposition of Henry. It is important 
as marking the culmination of his views, but it was without effect; at the 
new election it seems to have been completely disregarded. 

The weakness of the opposition in Germany made it possible for 
Henry to undertake his Italian expedition. He came to assert his posi- 
tion, and to obtain imperial coronation at Rome: by negotiation and 
from Gregory, if possible, but if necessary by force and from his anti -Pope. 
His first attempt was in May 1081; whether from over-confidence or 
necessity he brought few troops with him. He announced his arrival in a 
letter to the Romans, recalling them to the allegiance they had promised 
to his father. The Romans, however, justified Gregory’s confidence in their 
loyalty, and Henry was forced to retire after a little aimless plundering 
of the suburbs. The situation was not affected by the election of Count 
Herman of Salm at the end of 1081 as successor to Rudolf. Henry 
could not reduce Saxony to submission, but he could safely ignore 
Herman and resume his Italian design. He reappeared before Rome in 
February 1082, preceded by a second letter to the Romans; this attempt 
was as unsuccessful as the former one, and for the rest of the year he was 
occupied with the resistance of the Countess Matilda in northern Italy. 
Pie returned to Rome at the beginning of 1083 and settled down to 
besiege the Leonine City, which he finally captured in June, thus gaining 
possession of St Peter’s and all the region on the right bank of the Tiber 
except the castle of Sant’ Angelo. This success shewed that the loyalty of 
the Romans to Gregory was weakening; they were not equal to the strain 
of a long siege, and the money supplied by the Emperor Alexius was 
beginning to have its effect. At the same time a moderate party was 
being formed within the Curia itself, which managed to obtain the papal 
consent to the holding of a synod in November, at which the questions at 
issue between Pope and king were to be discussed; Henry’s party was 
approached and promised a safe-conduct to those who attended the synod. 
Thus in both camps there were influences at work to procure a peaceful 
settlement. The king himself was not averse to such a settlement. He had 
moreover come to a private understanding with the leading Romans on 
the matter of greatest importance to himself. Unknown to the Pope they 
had taken an oath to Henry to obtain for him imperial coronation at 
Gregory’s hands, or, failing this, to disown Gregory and recognise the anti- 
Pope. 

The attempt at reconciliation came to nothing. The Pope issued 
his summons to the synod, but the tone of his letters, addressed only to 
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those who were not under excommunication, shewed that he would not 
compromise his views or negotiate with the impenitent. The king, who 
had been further irritated by what he regarded as the treachery of certain 
of the Romans in demolishing some fortifications he had constructed, 
adopted an attitude equally intransigeant. He deliberately prevented 
Gregory’s chief supporters from coming to the synod, and actually took 
prisoner a papal legate, the Cardinal-bishop Otto of Ostia. The synod, 
therefore, was poorly attended and entirely without result. But the 
secret negotiations of Henry were more successful. He was about to leave 
Rome, in despair of attaining his object, when a deputation arrived 
promising him instant possession of the main city. With some hesitation 
he retraced his steps to find the promise genuine and his highest hopes 
unexpectedly fulfilled. On 21 March 1084 he entered Rome in triumph 
with his anti-Pope. A council of his supporters decreed ane w the deposition 
of Pope Gregory VII, and on Palm Sunday Guibert was enthroned 1 as 
Pope Clement III. On Easter Hay the new Pope crowned Henry and 
Bertha as Emperor and Empress, and Henry’s chief object was attained. 
I-Ie had followed in the footsteps of his father — the deposition of Pope 
Gregory, the appointment of Pope Clement, the imperial coronation — and 
felt that he had restored the relations of Empire and Papacy as they existed 
in 1046. 

The Emperor proclaimed his triumph far and wide, and his partisans 
celebrated it in exultant pamphlets. But their rejoicing was premature 
and short-lived. Gregory VII was still holding the castle of Sant’ Angelo 
and other of the fortified positions in Rome, his determination unmoved 
by defeat. And at last his appeals to Robert Guiscard wei'e heeded. The 
Norman duke at the head of a large army advanced on Rome. As he 
approached, Henry, who was not strong enough to oppose him, retreated, 
and by slow stages made his way back to Germany, leaving the anti-Pope 
at Tivoli. His immediate purpose had been achieved, and he had to 
abandon Rome to its fate. He could not, like his father, take the deposed 
Pope with him to Germany; the degradation of Gregory VII w r as to be 
the work of the man who came to his rescue. The brutal sack of Rome by 
the Normans lasted for three days, and put in the shade the damage done 
to the city in former days by Goths and Vandals. When Robert Guiscard 
returned south he took with him the Pope, whom he could not have left 
to the mercy of the infuriated populace. Gregory would fain have found 
a refuge at Monte Cassino; but his rescuer, now his master, hurried him 
on (as if to display to him the papal territory that had been the price of 
this deliverance), first to Benevento and then to Salerno. In June they 
arrived at the latter place, where Gregory was to spend the last year of 
his life, while the anti -Pope was able quietly to return to Rome and 
celebrate Christmas there. At Salerno the Pope held his last synod, 

1 It added to the weakness of Guibert’ s position that the functions of the cardinal- 
bishops at this ceremony were usurped by the Bishops of Modena and Arezzo. 
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repeated once more his excommunication of Henry and his supporters, and 
dispatched his final letter of justification and appeal to the Christian 
world. The bitterness of failure hung heavily upon him. He, who had 
prayed often that God would release him from this life if he could not be 
of service to the Church 1 , had now no longer any desire to live. He 
passed away on 25 May 1085, and the anguish of his heart found expres- 
sion in his dying words: “I have loved righteousness and hated iniquity 3 ; 
therefore I die in exile.” 

The emphasis was on righteousness to the last. And it was justified. 
Had he consented to compromise his principles and to come to terms with 
Henry he could have maintained himself unchallenged on the papal throne. 
The rough hand of the Norman had made his residence at Home im- 
possible; but without Norman aid it would have been equally impossible. 
The Romans had deserted him; the king was master of the city. His end 
might even have been more terrible, though it could not have been more 
tragic. What impresses one most of all is not his temporary defeat, 
but the quenching of his spirit. The old passionate confidence has gone; 
though still convinced of the righteousness of his cause, he has lost 
all hope of its victory on earth. “The devil,” he wrote, “has won no 
such victory since the days of the great Constantine ; the nearer the day 
of Anti-Christ approaches, the more vigorous are the efforts he is making.” 
His vision was dimmed by the gloom of the moment, and this gave him 
a pessimistic outlook that was unnatural to him and was not justified by 
facts. The Papacy had vindicated its independence, had taken the lead in 
Church reform, and had established the principles for which the reformers 
had been fighting. It had also asserted its authority as supreme within 
the ecclesiastical department, and exercised a control unknown before and 
not to be relaxed in the future. This was largely the work of Gregory VII. 
The great struggle too in which he was engaged with Henry IV was to 
end eventually in a complete victory for the Papacy; his antagonist was 
to come to an end even more miserable than his own. The great theories 
which he had evolved in the course of this struggle were not indeed to be 
followed up in practice by his immediate successors. But he left a great 
cause behind him, and his claims were repeated and defended in the 
pamphlet-warfare that followed his death. Later they were to be 
revived again and to raise the Papacy to its greatest height; but they were 
to lead to eventual disaster, as the ideal which had inspired them was for- 
gotten. They were with Gregory VII the logical expression of his great 
ideal — the rule of righteousness upon earth. He had tried to effect this 
with the aid of the temporal ruler; when that was proved impossible, he 
tried to enforce it against him. The medieval theory of the two equal and 
independent powers had proved impracticable; Gregory inaugurated the 
new papal theory that was to take its place. 

1 As he tells Hugh of Cluny in 1075, 


2 Psalm xlv. 8. 
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The main interest of Gregory VIPs papacy is concentrated on the 
great struggle with the Empire and the theories and claims that arose out 
of it. If his relations with the other countries of Europe are of minor 
interest, they are of almost equal importance in completing our under- 
standing of the Pope. He was dealing with similar problems, and he 
applied the same methods to their solution; the enforcement of his 
decrees, the recognition of his supreme authority in the ecclesiastical 
department, co-operation with the secular authority, are his principal 
objects. Conditions differed widely in each country; he was keenly alive 
to these differences, shrewd and practical in varying his policy to suit 
them. He had frequently to face opposition, but in no case was he 
driven into open conflict with the secular authority. This must be borne 
in mind in considering the claims which he advanced against the Empire, 
which were the result of his conflict with the temporal ruler; where no 
such conflict occurred, these claims did not emerge. Evidently then they 
must not be taken to represent his normal attitude ; they denote 
rather the extreme position into which he was forced by determined 
opposition. 

Gregory had himself been employed as papal legate to enforce the 
reform decrees in France, and had thus been able to familiarise himself with 
the ecclesiastical situation. The king, Philip I, had little real authority 
in temporal matters, but exercised considerable influence in ecclesiastical, 
as also did the leading nobles 1 . The alliance of monarchy and episcopate, 
a legacy to the Capetians from the Carolingians, was of importance to the 
king, both politically and financially. The rights of regalia and spolia, 
and the simoniacal appointments to bishoprics, provided an impor- 
tant source of revenue, which the king would not willingly surrender; he 
was therefore definitely antagonistic to the reform movement. The 
simoniacal practices of the king and his plundering of Church property 
naturally provoked papal intervention. Remonstrance and warning were 
of no effect, until at the Lenten Synod of 1075 a decree was passed 
threatening Philip with excommunication if he failed to give satisfaction 
to the papal legates. The threat was apparently sufficient. Philip was 
not strong enough openly to defy the Pope and risk excommunication. 
Co-operation of the kind that Gregory desired was impossible, but 
Philip was content with a defensive attitude, which hindered the progress 
of the papal movement but did not finally prevent it. At any rate there 
is no further reference to papal action against the king, who seems to have 
made a show of compliance with the Pope’s wishes in 1080, when Gregory 
wrote to him, imputing his former moral and ecclesiastical offences to 
youthful folly and sending him precepts for his future conduct. The 

1 In France, unlike Germany, the lay control complained of was exercised as much 
by the nobles as by the king. Gregory, who knew the local conditions, recognised that 
it was often not the king but a noble, such as the Count of Flanders, whose influence 
had to he counteracted. 
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episcopate adopted an attitude similar to that of the king. The lay 
influence at elections, the prevalence of simony and of clerical marriage, 
had created an atmosphere which made the work of reform peculiarly 
difficult. The bishops, supporting and supported by the king, were 
extremely averse to papal control, but owing to the strength of the 
feudal nobility they lacked the territorial power and independence of the 
German bishops. They had to be content therefore, like the king, with a 
shifty and defensive attitude; they resisted continually, but only half- 
heartedly. 

In Gregory VXI’s correspondence with the French Church there are 
two striking features. In the first place his letters to France are, at every 
stage of his papacy, more than twice as numerous as his letters to Ger- 
many. These letters reveal the laxity prevailing in the Church, and the 
general disorder of the country owing to the weakness of the central 
government; they also shew the timidity of the opposition which made it 
possible for the Pope to interfere directly, not only in matters affecting the 
ecclesiastical organisation as a whole but also in questions of detail con- 
cerning individual churches and monasteries. Secondly, while the Pope’s 
correspondence with Germany was mainly concerned with the great 
questions of his reform policy, his far more numerous letters to France 
have hardly any references to these questions. His methods were the 
same in both countries: in 1074 he sent papal legates to France, as to 
Germany, to inaugurate a great campaign against simony and clerical 
marriage. The legates in Germany had met with determined resistance, 
but those in France had pursued their work with such ardour and success 
that the Pope established them eventually as permanent legates in France 
— Bishop Hugh of Die being mainly concerned with the north and 
centre, Bishop Amatus of Oloron with Aquitaine and Languedoc. To 
them he left the task of enforcing compliance with the papal decrees; hence 
the silence on these matters in his own correspondence. The legates, 
especially Bishop Hugh, were indefatigable. They held numerous synods 1 , 
publishing the papal decrees and asserting their own authority. Inevit- 
ably they provoked opposition, especially from the lower clergy to the 
enforcement of clerical celibacy, and their lives were sometimes in danger; 
at the Council of Poictiers in 1078 there was even a popular riot against 
them. The archbishops were naturally reluctant to submit to their 
authority, but had to be content with a passive resistance. They refused 
to appear at the synods, or questioned the legatine authority. The sen- 
tence of interdict, which Hugh never failed to employ, usually brought 
them to a reluctant submission. Only Manasse, Archbishop of Rheims, for 
whose character no writer has a good word, took a decided stand. He 
refused to appear at the synods when summoned, and appealed against 
the Pope’s action in giving full legatine authority to non-Romans. As he 

1 Hugh of Flavigny (MGH, Script, vrxx, pp. 412 sqq.) gives an account of several 
of these synods. 
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continued obstinate in bis refusal to appear before the legates, he was 
deposed in 1080 and a .successor appointed in his place; not even the 
king’s support availed to save him. The action of the papal legates was 
often violent and ill-considered, Hugh in particular was a man of rigid 
and narrow outlook whose sentences never erred on the side of leniency. 
The Pope repeatedly reminded him of the virtues of mercy and discretion, 
and frequently reversed his sentences. The legate was aggrieved at the 
Pope’s leniency. He complained bitterly that his authority was not being 
upheld by the Pope; offenders had only to run to Rome to obtain 
immediate pardon. In the Pope’s mind, however, submission to Rome 
outweighed all else; when that was obtained, he readily dispensed with 
the penalties of his subordinates. An important step towards the strength- 
ening of the papal authority was taken in 1079, when he made the 
Archbishop of Lyons primate of the four provinces of Lyons, Rouen, Tours, 
and Sens, subject of course to the immediate control of the Papacy; and 
in 1082 the legate Hugh was, practically by the Pope’s orders, promoted 
Archbishop of Lyons. The Pope, in his decree, spoke of the restoration 
of the ancient constitution, but the Archbishop of Sens had by custom 
held the primacy, and Lyons was now rather imperial than French in its 
allegiance. A consideration of this nature was not likely to weigh with 
the Pope; it was against the idea of national and independent churches, 
which monarchical control was tending to produce, that he was directing 
his efforts. If he was not able definitely to prevent lay control of elections 
in France, he had firmly established papal authority over the French 
Church. If his decrees were not carefully obeyed, the principles of the 
reform movement were accepted; in the critical years that followed his 
death, France was to provide many of the chief supporters of the papal 
policy. 

The situation with regard to England was altogether different. 
Gregory’s friendship with King William I was of long standing. His had 
been the influence that had induced Alexander II to give the papal 
blessing to the Norman Duke’s conquest of England. William had 
recognised the obligation and made use of his friendship. On Gregory’s 
accession he wrote expressing his keen satisfaction at the event. William 
was a ruler of the type of the Emperor Henry III. Determined to be 
master in Church and State alike, he was resolved to establish good order 
and justice in ecclesiastical as well as in secular affairs. He was therefore 
in sympathy with Church reform and the purity of Church discipline and 
government. He was fortunate in his Archbishop of Canterbury, Lanfranc, 
whose legal mind shared the same vision of royal autocracy; content 
to be subject to the king he would admit no ecclesiastical equal, and 
successfully upheld the primacy of his see against the independent claims 
of York. The personnel of the episcopate, secularised and ignorant, 
needed drastic alteration; William was careful to refrain from simony 
and to make good appointments, but he was equally careful to keep the 
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appointments in his own hands. He took a strong line against the 
immorality and ignorance of the lower clergy, and promoted reform by 
the encouragement he gave to regulars. Frequent Church councils were 
held, notably at Winchester in 1076, where decrees were passed against 
clerical marriage, simony, and the holding of tithes by laymen; but the 
decrees were framed by the king, and none could be published without his 
sanction. The work of Church reform was furthered, as Gregory wished, 
by the active co-operation of the king; the separation of the ecclesiastical 
from the civil courts, creating independent Church government, was also 
a measure after Gregory’s heart. The Pope frequently expressed his 
gratification ; the work of purifying the Church, so much impeded else- 
where, was proceeding apace in England without the need of his interven- 
tion. Disagreement arose from William’s determination to be master in 
his kingdom, in ecclesiastical affairs as well as in secular; he made this 
clear by forbidding papal bulls to be published without his permission, 
and especially by refusing to allow English bishops to go to Rome. The 
Pope bitterly resented the king’s attitude; a novel and formidable obstacle 
confronted him in the one quarter where he had anticipated none. 
Matters were not improved by the papal decree of 1079, subjecting the 
Norman archbishopric of Rouen to the primacy of the Archbishop of 
Lyons. So for a time relations were much strained, but an embassy from 
William in 1080 seems to have restored a better understanding, and even 
to have encouraged Gregory to advance the striking claim that William 
should do fealty to the Papacy for his kingdom. There is good reason to 
believe that the claim was made in 1080, and that it took the form of a 
message entrusted to the legate Hubert with the letter he brought to 
William in May 1080 1 . The king abruptly dismissed the claim on the 
ground that there was no precedent to justify it. The Pope yielded to 
this rebuff and made no further attempt, nor did William’s refusal inter- 
fere with the restored harmony. Gregory was sensible, as he wrote in 
1081, of the many exceptional merits in William, who moreover had 
refused to listen to the overtures of the Pope’s enemies. And in one respect 
William made a concession. He allowed Lanfrane to visit Rome at the 
end of 1082, the first visit that is recorded of any English bishop during 
Gregory’s papacy 2 . It was only a small concession. For, while the reform 
movement was directly furthered by royal authority in England, the 
Church remained quasi-national under royal control ; the introduction of 
papal authority was definitely resisted. 

In the remaining parts of Europe the Pope’s efforts were mainly 
directed towards three objects— missionary work, uniformity of ritual, and 
the extension of the temporal power of the Papacy. With backward 

1 C’f. EHR, XXVI, pp. 225 sqq. 

2 Ordericus Vitalis says that Lanfrane went to Rome in 1076. The statements in 
Gregory’s letters, Reg. vx, 30 (1079) and vm, 43 (1082), are sufficient contradiction 
of this. 
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countries such as Norway and Sweden, where the difficulty of the language 
was an obstacle to the sending of Roman missionaries, he urged that 
young men should be sent to Rome for instruction, so that they might 
return to impart it to their fellow-countrymen. In Poland it was the 
undeveloped ecclesiastical organisation that called for his attention; it 
possessed no metropolitan and hardly any bishops, and he sent legates to 
introduce the necessary reforms. The question of uniformity of ritual 
arose with regard to the territory recently recovered to Christianity from 
the Saracens, especially in Spain. The acceptance by the Spanish Church 
of the Ordo Iiomanus was an event of great importance for Catholicism in 
the future. Over Spain, and on the same grounds over Corsica and Sardinia 
as well, the Pope claimed authority temporal as well as spiritual. They 
were all, he declared, in former times under the jurisdiction of St Peter, 
but the rights of the Papacy had long been in abeyance owing to the 
negligence of his predecessors or the usurpation of the Saracens. Though 
he does not state the ground for his assertion, it is doubtless the (forged) 
Donation of Constantine to Pope Sylvester I that he had in his mind 1 . 
He was more precise in his claims over Hungary. St Stephen had handed 
over his kingdom to St Peter, as the Emperor Henry III recognised after 
his victory over Hungary, when he sent a lance and crown to St Peter. 
King Salomo, despising St Peter, had received his kingdom as a fief 
from King Henry IV; later he had been expelled by his cousin Geza. 
This was God’s judgment for his impiety. In these cases Gregory was 
trying to establish claims based on former grants. He was equally anxious 
to extend papal dominion by new grants. He readily acceded to the 
request of Dmitri that the kingdom of Russia might be taken under papal 
protection and held as a fief from the Papacy; the King of Denmark had 
made a similar suggestion to his predecessor, which Gregory tried to 
persuade the next king to confirm. 

His positive success in this policy was slight. The interest lies rather 
in the fact that he rested all these claims on grants from secular rulers ; 
in no case does he assert that the ruler should do fealty to him in virtue 
of the overlordship of the spiritual power over all earthly rulers. This 
was a claim he applied to the Empire alone, his final remedy to cure the 
sickness of the world, and to prevent a recurrence of the great conflict in 
which he was engaged. He seems to have been loth to resort to this 
remedy until open defiance drove him to its use. It is not unlikely, 
however, that he did contemplate the gradual extension over Western 
Christendom of papal overlordship; but he conceived of this ovcrlordship 
as coming into being in the normal feudal manner, established by consent 
and on a constitutional basis. In this way, when he could compel obedience 
even from temporal rulers to the dictates of the moral law, his dream of 
the rule of righteousness would at last be fulfilled. 

1 Urban 11 in 1091 directly quotes Constantine’s Donation as the source of the 
authority lie claims over Corsica and Lipara. 
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II. 

Gregory VII was dead, but his personality continued to dominate the 
Church, his spirit lived on in the enthusiasm of his followers. The great 
pamphlet-warfare, already in existence, became fuller and more bitter 
over his final claims against the Empire. But his immediate successors 
were concerned with the practical danger that threatened the Papacy. 
They had to fight not for its supremacy so much as for the continued exis- 
tence of its independence, once more threatened with imperial control. 
With Henry, endeavouring to establish a Pope amenable to his wishes, 
there could be no accommodation. Until his death in 1106 everything had 
to be subordinated to the immediate necessities of a struggle for existence. 
But in the rest of Europe the situation is entirely different. Nowhere was 
Henry’s candidate recognised as Pope, and outside imperial territory the 
extreme claims of Gregory VII had not been put forward. In these 
countries, therefore, the policy of Gregory VII was continued and de- 
veloped, and, considering the extent to which the Papacy was hampered 
by its continual struggle with the Emperor, the advance it was able to 
make was remarkable, and not without effect on its attitude to the Empire 
when communion was restored on the succession of Henry V to the throne. 

When Gregory VII died, in exile and almost in captivity, the position 
of his supporters was embarrassing in the extreme, and it was not until 
a year had passed that a successor to him was elected. Nor was the 
election of Abbot Desiderius of Monte Cassino as Pope Victor III of 
hopeful augury for the future. Desiderius was above all things a peace- 
maker, inclined thereto alike by temperament and by the position of 
his abbey, which lay in such dangerous proximity to the encroaching 
Normans. He had acted as peace-maker between Robert Guiscard and 
Richard of Capua in 1075, and thereby assisted in thwarting the policy 
of Gregory VII; in 1080 he had made amends by effecting the alliance 
of Gregory with Robert Guiscard at Ceprano. But in 1082 he had even 
entered into peace negotiations with Henry IV and assisted the alliance 
of the latter with Jordan of Capua; hence for a year he was under the 
papal ban. Possibly his election was a sign that the moderate party, 
anxious for peace, had won the ascendency. More probably it indicates 
the continued dominance of Norman influence. Robert Guiscard, indeed, 
had died shortly after Gregory VII, but his sons Roger and Bohemond 
in South Italy and his brother Roger in Sicily continued his policy, 
affording the papal party their protection and in return enforcing their 
will. And for this purpose Desiderius was an easy tool. The unfortunate 
Pope knew himself to be unequal to the crisis, and made repeated attempts 
to resign the office he had so little coveted. It was, therefore, a cruel 
addition to his misfortunes that he was violently attacked by the more 
extreme followers of Gregory VII, especially by the papal legates in 
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France and Spain, Archbishop Hugh of Lyons and Abbot Richard of 
Marseilles, who accused him of inordinate ambition and an unworthy use 
of Norman assistance to obtain his election. Perhaps it was this opposi- 
tion that stiffened his resolution and decided him at last in March 1087 
at Capua, fortified by Norman support, to undertake the duties of his 
office. He went to Rome, and on 9 May was consecrated in St Peter’s by 
the cardinal-bishops, whose action was in itself an answer to his traducers. 
But his reign was to be of short duration. Unable to maintain himself 
in Rome, he soon retired to Monte Cassino, his real home, where he died 
on 16 September. The only noteworthy act of his papacy was the holding 
of a synod at Benevento in August, at which he issued a decree against 
lay investiture, passed sentence of anathema on the anti-Pope, and excom- 
municated Archbishop Hugh and Abbot Richard for the charges they 
had presumed to bring against him. 

For six months the papal throne was again vacant. At last, on 
12 March 1088, the cardinals met at Terracina, and unanimously elected 
Otto, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, as Pope Urban II. The three years of 
weakness and confusion were at an end, and a worthy leader had been 
found. On the day following his election he wrote a letter to his sup- 
porters in Germany, stating his determination to follow in the steps of 
Gregory VII, and affirming solemnly his complete adhesion to all the acts 
and aspirations of his dead master. To this declaration he consistently 
adhered; it was in fact the guiding principle of his policy. Yet in other 
respects he presents a complete antithesis to Gregory VII. He was a 
Frenchman of noble parentage, bom (about 1042) near Rheims, educated 
at the cathedral school, and rising rapidly in ecclesiastical rank. Suddenly 
he abandoned these prospects and adopted the monastic profession at 
Cluny, where about 1076 he was appointed prior. Some two years later*, 
the Abbot Hugh was requested by Pope Gregory VII to send some of his 
monks to work under him at Rome. Otto was one of those selected, and 
he was made Cardinal-bishop of Ostia in 1078. From this time he seems 
to have been attached to the person of the Pope as a confidential adviser, 
and he was occasionally employed on important missions, tie was taken 
prisoner by Henry IV when on his way to the November synod of 1083. 
Released the next year, he went as legate to Germany, where he worked 
untiringly to strengthen the papal party. In 1085 he was present at a 
conference for peace between the Saxons and Henry’s supporters and, after 
the failure of this conference, at the Synod of Quedlinburg, where the 
excommunication of Henry, Guibert, and their supporters was again 
promulgated. On the death of Gregory VII he returned to Italy, and 
was the candidate of a section of the Curia to succeed Gregory, who had 
indeed mentioned his name on his death-bed. He loyally supported 
Victor III, and in 1088 was unanimously elected to succeed him. Tall 
and handsome, eloquent and learned, his personality was as different from 
that of Gregory VII as his early career had been. In his case it was the 
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gentleness and moderation of his nature that won admiration ; we are told 
that he refused at the price of men’s lives even to recover Rome. His 
learning, especially his training in Canon Law, was exactly what was 
required in the successor of Gregory VII. He was well qualified to work 
out in practice the principles of Church government inherited from his 
predecessor, and to place the reconstructed Church on a sound constitu- 
tional basis. The continual struggle with the Empire, which outlasted 
his life, robbed him of the opportunity, though much that he did was to 
be of permanent effect. It was in his native country, France, that his 
talents were to be employed with the greatest success. 

It is mainly in connexion with France, therefore, that we can trace 
his general ideas of Church government, his view of papal authority and 
its relations with the lay power. There is no divergence from the stand- 
point of Gregory VII; he was content to carry on the work of his pre- 
decessor, following the same methods and with the same objects in view. 
Papal control was maintained by the system of permanent legates, and 
Urban continued to employ Archbishop Hugh of Lyons, and Amatus 
who now became Archbishop of Bordeaux. The former he had pardoned 
for his transgression against Victor III and he had confirmed him as legate. 
Hugh’s fellow-offender, Abbot Richard of Marseilles, was also pardoned 
and was soon promoted to the archbishopric of Narborme. But he was 
not employed again as legate in Spain; this function was attached to the 
archbishopric of Toledo. Germany too was now given a permanent legate 
in the person of Bishop Gebhard of Constance. These legates wei’e em- 
powered to act with full authority on the Pope’s behalf, were kept informed 
of his wishes, and were made responsible for promoting the papal 
policy. 

Urban’s ultimate object was undoubtedly the emancipation of the 
Church from the lay control that was responsible for its secularisation 
and loss of spiritual ideals. He had to combat the idea inherent in feudal 
society that churches, bishoprics, and abbeys were in the private gift of 
the lord in whose territory they were situated. To this he opposed the 
papal view that the laity had the duty of protecting the Church but no 
right of possession or authority over it. Free election by clergy and people 
had been the programme of the reform party for half a century, and even 
more than Gregory VII did Urban II pay attention to the circumstances 
attending appointments to bishoprics and abbeys. At several synods he 
repeated decrees against lay investiture, and forbade the receiving of any 
ecclesiastical dignity or benefice from a layman. At the Council of 
Clermont in 1095 he went further, prohibiting a bishop or priest from 
doing homage to a layman. According to Bishop Ivo of Chartres, Urban 
recognised the right of the king to take part in elections “as head of the 
people,” that is to say the right of giving, but not of refusing, assent. He 
also allowed the king’s right to “concede” the regalia — the temporal 
possessions of the see that had come to it by royal grant; here again 
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the right of refusing “concession” is not implied. Ivo of Chartres was 
prepared to allow the king a much larger part in elections than the Pope 
conceded, and his interpretation of Urban’s decrees is, from the point of 
view of the king, the most favourable that could be put upon them. 
The Pope was undoubtedly advancing in theory towards a condition of 
complete independence, but his decrees are rather an expression of his 
ideal than of his practice. 

In practice he was, like Gregory VII, much more moderate, and when 
good appointments were made was not disposed to quarrel with lay 
influence. His temperament, as well as the political situation, deterred 
him from drastic action, for instance, in dealing with the Kings of England 
and France. He tried every means of persuasion before issuing a decree 
of excommunication against Philip I in the matter of his divorce; and 
though he took Anselm under his protection, he never actually pronounced 
sentence against William II. It was a difficult position to maintain. 
His legates, especially the violent Hugh, followed the exact letter of the 
decrees, and by their ready use of the penal clauses often caused embar- 
rassment to the Pope. On the other hand, the bishops and secular clergy, 
as was shewn in France over the royal divorce question, were too com- 
plaisant to the king and could not be trusted. On the regular clergy he 
could place more reliance, and it is to them that he particularly looked 
for support. It is remarkable how large a proportion of the docu- 
ments that issued from Urban’s Chancery were bulls to monasteries, 
confirming their privileges and possessions, exempting them sometimes 
from episcopal control, and taking them under papal protection (always 
with the proviso that they shall pay an annual census to the papal 
treasury); the extension of Cluniac influence with Urban’s approval 
naturally had the same effect. Nor was his interest confined to Benedictine 
monasteries; he gave a ready encouragement to the new orders in process 
of formation, especially to the regular canons who traced their rule to 
St Augustine. And so, at the same time that he was trying to secure for 
the bishops freedom of election and a loosening of the yoke that bound 
them to the lay power, he was narrowing the range of their spiritual 
authority. Indirectly too the authority of the metropolitans was 
diminishing; it was becoming common for bishops to obtain confirmation 
of their election from the Pope, and in some cases consecration as well, 
while the practice of direct appeal to Rome was now firmly established. 
Moreover, the appointment of primates, exalting some archbishops at the 
expense of others, introduced a further grading into the hierarchy, and 
at the same time established responsibility for the enforcement of papal 
decrees. The primacy of Lyons, created by Gregory VII, was confirmed 
by Urban in spite of the protests of Archbishop Richer of Sens, who 
refused to recognise the authority of Lyons; his successor Daimbert was 
for a time equally obstinate, but had to submit in order to obtain conse- 
cration. Urban extended the system by creating the Archbishop of Rheims 
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primate of Belgica Secunda 1 , the Archbishop of Narbonne primate over 
Aix, and the Archbishop of Toledo primate of all Spain. The Pope, 
therefore, was modelling the ecclesiastical constitution so as to make his 
authority effective throughout. A natural consequence of this was his 
zeal for uniformity. He was anxious, as he had been as legate, to get rid 
of local customs and to produce a universal conformity to the practice 
of the Roman Church. This is evident in many of his decretals, those, 
for instance, that regulated ordinations and ecclesiastical promotions or 
that prescribed the dates of the fasts quattuor temporum. 

While Urban II undoubtedly increased the spiritual authority of the 
Papacy, he was far less concerned than Gregory VII with its temporal 
authority. Pie certainly made use of the Donation of Constantine to assert 
his authority in Corsica and Lipara, but he did not revive Gregory VII’s 
claims to Hungary, nor did he demand from England anything more than 
the payment of Peter’s Pence. It was not until 1095 that he received the 
recognition of William II, and his mild treatment of that king, in spite 
of William’s brutality to Archbishop Anselm, has already been mentioned. 
In Spain and Sicily he was mainly concerned with the congenial task of 
re-creating bishoprics and rebuilding monasteries in the districts recently 
won from the infidel ; he was careful to make papal authority effective, 
and to introduce uniformity to Roman practice by the elimination of 
local uses. One great extension of temporal authority he did not disdain. 
In 1095 King Peter of Aragon, in return for the payment of an annual 
tribute, obtained the protection of the Holy See, and acknowledged his 
subordination to its authority. Papal overlordship was recognised also by 
the Normans in South Italy, and Roger, Robert Guiscard’s son, was 
invested by Urban with the duchy of Apulia. The Normans, however, 
were vassals only in name, and never allowed their piety to interfere with 
their interests. In 1098 Urban was a helpless witness of the siege and 
capture of Capua, and the same year Count Roger of Sicily obtained for 
himself and his heirs a remarkable privilege. No papal legate, unless sent 
a latere, was to enter his territory. The count himself was to hold the 
position of papal legate, and, in the case of a papal summons to a Roman 
Council, was allowed to decide which of his bishops and abbots should go 
and which should remain. Urban owed much to Norman protection, but 
he had to pay the price. 

At any rate, at the time of his accession, Urban was safe only in 
Norman territory. Guibert held Rome, and Urban’s adherents in the city 
were few and powerless. Countess Matilda was loyal as ever, but all her 
resources were needed for her own security. Lombardy was still strongly 
anti -papal, while in Germany (apart from Saxony) there were hardly 
half-a-dozen bishops who upheld the papal cause, and the rebel nobles 
were absorbed in their own defence. But in North Italy the tide soon 

1 The old Roman province. This gave the archbishop the title of primate, hut 
nothing more. 
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began to turn. Already in 1088 the Archbishop of Milan had renounced 
allegiance to Henry and had become reconciled with the Pope, who par- 
doned his offence of having received royal investiture. There followed in 
1089 the marriage of the younger Welf with the ageing Countess Matilda 
of Tuscany, truly (as the chroniclers relate) not prompted by any weak- 
ness of the flesh, but a political move which reflected little credit on either 
party; the Duke of Bavaria, at any rate, v r as completely outwitted, blit 
the Papacy gained the immediate help it required. It brought Henry into 
Italy to wage a campaign that was for two years successful, culminating in 
the capture of Mantua, and a signal victory over Matilda’s troops at 
Tricontai, in 1091, but he was now fighting to maintain his authority 
in Lombardy, where it had previously been unchallenged. The final blow 
came with the revolt of his son Conrad in 1093. Conrad, bringing with 
him stories of fresh crimes to blacken his father’s name, was welcomed 
by the papal party with open arms, and crowned (he had already been 
crowned King of Germany) with the iron crown of Lombardy. A regular 
Lombard League sprang into being with Milan at its head. The un- 
fortunate father was in very evil plight, almost isolated at Verona, 
unable, as his enemies held the passes, even to escape into Germany until 
1097. ' 

Success in North Italy reacted on Urban’s authority elsewhere. The 
winter of 1088-1089 he had indeed spent in Rome, but in wretched cir- 
cumstances, living on the island in the Tiber under the direction of the 
Pierleoni, and obtaining the necessities of life from the charity of a few 
poor women. Later in 1089 the expulsion of Guibert from Rome improved 
the Pope’s position, but it was only a temporary improvement. The 
hostile element (probably the recollection of 1084 was still smarting) was 
too strong for him, and he had to retire south in the summer of 1090. 
Though he managed to celebrate Christmas both in 1091 and 1092 in 
the suburbs, he was not able to enter the city again until Christmas 1093. 
Refusing to allow bloodshed to secure his position, he adopted the safer 
method of winning the Romans by gold, instituting collections for this 
purpose, especially in France. In 1094 Abbot Geoffrey of Vendome, on 
a visit to the Pope, found him living in mean state in the house of John 
Frangipani, and supplied him with money with which he purchased the 
Lateran from a certain Ferruchius left in charge of it by Guibert. From 
this time Urban’s fortunes began to mend, and only the castle of Sant’ 
Angelo remained in the hands of the Guibertines. But his tenure of 
Rome was insecure ; papal authority within the city was not popular, 
while outside his enemies made the approaches dangerous for those who 
came to visit the Pope. It was not surprising, then, that he took the 
opportunity of the success of his cause in North Italy to commence the 
northern tour which was to have such important results. 

In Germany progress was made with difficulty. The bishops as a 
whole were too deeply implicated in the schism to withdraw, and the 
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papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, in spite of his undoubted 
zeal, could make little headway. The deaths of Bishops Herman of 
Metz and Adalbero of Wurzburg in 1090, and of Abbot William of 
Hirschau and Bishop Altmann of Passau in 1091, robbed the papal 
party of its staunchest supporters. But Henry’s absence in Italy and the 
revolt of Conrad gave an opportunity to the two sections of opposition to 
Henry in South Germany to unite for concerted action. At an assembly 
held at Ulm in 1093 all present pledged themselves by oath to accept 
Bishop Gebhard as the spiritual head, and his brother Duke Berthold as 
the temporal leader, of the party; further, Dukes Berthold and Welf did 
homage as vassals to the papal legate and thus recognised the overlord- 
ship of the Pope. At the same time, the leading bishops in Lorraine 
renounced obedience to the excommunicated Archbishop of Treves and 
brought a welcome reinforcement to the papal party. The improvement 
in the situation is shewn by the largely-attended synod presided over by 
Gebhard at Constance in the following Lent. Shortly afterwards Europe 
was devastated by a pestilence, which was particularly severe in Germany. 
The fear of death had a considerable effect in withdrawing adherents 
from an excommunicated king, and the increasing sentiment in favour of 
the lawful Pope was heightened by the commencement of the crusading 
movement. The political situation, however, was less satisfactory than 
the ecclesiastical. Duke Welf, foiled in his expectations of the results of 
his son’s mai*riage with Matilda, reverted to Henry’s allegiance in 1095, 
and Henry’s return to Germany in 1097 prevented the revolt against him 
from assuming greater proportions. 

The reconciliation with the Church of so many that had been in 
schism before made it urgently necessary to find an answer to the 
question— -in what light were to be regarded the orders of those who 
received ordination from schismatics or simonists? Ever since the war on 
simony began, the question of ordinations by simonists had agitated 
the Church. Peter Dainian had argued for their validity. Cardinal 
Humbert had been emphatic against, and Popes Nicholas II and 
Gregory VII had practically adopted his opinion. On one thing all alike 
were agreed — there could be no such thing as reordination. In Hum- 
bert’s view, simonists were outside the pale of the Church, and could 
confer nothing sacramental; those who received ordination from them in 
effect received nothing, and so, unless they afterwards received Catholic or- 
dination, they had no orders at all. Urban was obviously at a loss for some 
time, and his rulings were of a contradictory nature. He uses the 
language of Humbert when he says in 1089 that he himself ordained 
Daimbert, Bishop-elect of Pisa, as deacon, because Daimbert had 
previously been ordained by Archbishop Werner of Mayence, heretic and 
excommunicate, and “qui nihil habuit, nil dare potuit”; and again in 
1091 when he ruled that Poppo, Bishop-elect of Metz, must be ordained 
deacon by a Catholic bishop if his previous ordination had been simoniacal, 
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because in that case it would be null 1 . But circumstances were too strong 
for him, and even in 1089 he gave permission to his legate in Germany 
to allow the retention of their orders to those who without simony had 
received ordination from schismatic bishops, provided the latter had 
themselves received Catholic ordination. It was at the great Council of 
Piacenza in 1095 that he at last issued authoritative decrees on this 
subject. Those ordained by schismatic bishops, who had themselves 
received Catholic ordination, might retain their orders, if and when they 
returned to the unity of the Church. Also those who had been ordained 
by schismatics or simonists might retain their orders if they could prove 
their ignorance of the excommunication or simony of their ordainers. 
But in all cases where such ignorance was not alleged the orders were 
declared to be altogether of no effect (omnino irritae). The meaning of 
this is not clear, but evidently the validity of such orders is in fact recog- 
nised, as the validity of the sacrament could not depend on the knowledge 
or ignorance of the ordinand. Some light is thrown by a letter of uncertain 
date to one Lucius, provost of St Juventius. After having declared 
the validity of the orders and sacraments of criminous clergy, provided 
they are not schismatics, he goes on to say that the schismatics have the 
forma but not the viHutis effectus of the sacraments, unless and until they 
are received into the Catholic communion by the laying-on of hands. 
This then was the bridge by which the penitent schismatic might pass into 
the Catholic fold, and the ceremony of reconciliation, which included 
the performance of all the rites of ordination save that of unction, was 
laid down by him in letters written both in 1088 and 1097. Urban’s 
position was neither easy to comprehend nor to maintain, and the anti- 
Pope Guibert was on firmer ground when he condemned those who 
refused to recognise the ordinations of his partisans. Urban’s successor was 
able, when the death of Henry IV brought the schism to an end, to 
assist the restoration of unity by a more generous policy of recogni- 
tion. 

As we have seen, in 1094, when the Pope was at last in possession of 
the Lateran palace, his cause was victorious throughout Italy and gaining 
adherents rapidly in Germany. In the autumn he left Rome and com- 
menced his journey, which lasted two years and was not far short of a 
triumphal progress, through France and Italy. He came first to Tuscany 

1 Here in particular I disagree from the interpretation of Urban’s attitude given 
by tlie Abbe Saltet (Les Reordinations, pp. 222 sqq.). lie uses these two instances as 
evidence that, in the case of deacons as distinct from priests, etc.. Urban insisted on 
an entirely new ordination. But the reasons given by the Pope for bis decisions in 
these two cases have a general application and are not influenced by the fact that he 
is dealing with ordinations to the diaconate only. Clearly none of their orders are 
valid. Though on various points I cannot accept the Abbe’s conclusions, it is only 
fair to add that, but for the illumination that he has thrown upon this most involved 
subject, it would have been difficult to find one’s way at all. 
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where he spent the winter, and then proceeded into North Italy which had 
been persistent, under the lead of the bishops, in its hostility to the Pope, 
and which, now that the episcopal domination was beginning to wane 1 , 
was looking to the Pope as an ally against imperial authority. Even the 
bishops, following the example of the Archbishop of Milan, were rapidly 
becoming reconciled with the Pope. In March 1095 Urban held a Council 
at Piacenza, which was attended by an immense concourse of ecclesiastics 
and laymen. The business, some of which has already been mentioned, 
was as important as the attendance. Praxedis, Henry IV’s second wife, 
was present to shock the assembly with stories of the horrors her husband 
had forced her to commit. These found a ready credence, and she herself 
a full pardon and the Pope’s protection. The case of King Philip of 
France, excommunicated for adultery by Archbishop Hugh at Autun 
the previous year, was debated and postponed for the Pope’s decision in- 
France. Finally there appeared the envoys of the Emperor Alexius im- 
ploring the help of Western Christendom against the infidel, and the 
inspiration came to Urban that was to give a great purpose to his journey 
to France, From Piacenza Urban passed to Cremona, where he met 
Conrad, who did fealty to him and received in return the promise of im- 
perial coronation. Conrad further linked himself with the papal cause by 
marrying the daughter of Count Roger of Sicily shortly afterwards at 
Pisa. It is easy to blame the Pope who welcomed the rebel son; but it is 
juster to attribute his welcome as given to the penitent seeking absolution 
and a refuge from an evil and excommunicated father. The fault of 
Urban was rather that he took up the unfortunate legacy from Gregory VII 
of attempting to establish an Emperor who would be his vassal, falling 
thus into the temptation that was to be fatal to the Papacy. Urban in 
this respect was as unsuccessful as his rival, who attempted to establish a 
compliant Pope ; Conrad lived on for six more years, but without a fol- 
lowing, and he and Guibert alike came to their end discredited and alone. 

In July the Pope entered France, where judgment was to be passed on 
the king and the Crusade to be proclaimed. But the Pope’s energies were 
not confined to these two dominant questions. He travelled ceaselessly 
from place to place, looking into every detail of the ecclesiastical organi- 
sation, settling disputes, and consecrating churches. Philip I made no 
attempt to interfere with the papal progress, and the people everywhere 
hailed with enthusiasm and devotion the unaccustomed sight of a Pope. 
The climax was reached at the Council of Clermont in the latter half of 
November, where both of the important questions were decided. The 
king was excommunicated and the First Crusade proclaimed. Urban 
recognised that he was again following in the footsteps of Gregory VII, 
but his was the higher conception and his the practical ability that 
realised the ideal. A less disinterested Pope might have roused the enthu- 
siasm of the faithful against his enemy in Germany; personal considerations 
1 Cf. infra, Chap, v, pp. 219 sq., 222 sq. 
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might at least have cheeked him from sending the great host to fight 
against the infidel when the Emperor still threatened danger, the King of 
France was alienated by exeommmnication, and the King of England was 
anything but friendly. His disinterestedness had its reward in the posi- 
tion the Papacy secured in consequence of the success of his appeal, but 
this reward was not in Urban’s mind in issuing the appeal. Clermont was 
followed by no anti-climax. The papal progress was continued in 1096, 
the Crusade was preached again at Angers and on the banks of the Loire, 
synods were held at Tours and Nimes, and the popular enthusiasm 
increased in intensity. He had the satisfaction too of obtaining the sub- 
mission of Philip. 

When he returned to Italy in September, and, accompanied by 
Countess Matilda, made his way to Rome, he was to experience even there 
a great reception and to feel himself at last master of the papal city. 
“Lloneste tute et alacriter sumus” are the concluding words of his 
account of his return in a letter to Archbishop Hugh of Lyons. And in 
1098 the last stronghold of the Guibertines, the castle of Sant’ Angelo, 
fell into his hands. But his joy was premature. It would seem that the 
turbulent Roman nobles, who had tasted independence, were not willing 
to submit for long to papal authority. It was not in the Lateran palace 
but in the house of the Pierleoni that Urban died on 29 July 1099, and 
his body was taken by way of Trastevere to its last resting place in the 
Vatican. 

But, on the whole, his last three years were passed in comparative tran- 
quillity and honour. The presence of Archbishop Anselm of Canterbury, 
in exile from England, added distinction to the papal Court. Received 
with the veneration that his character merited, Anselm acted as champion 
of Western orthodoxy against the Greeks at the Council of Bari in 1098. 
And three months before his death Urban held in St Peter’s his last 
council, at which the decrees of Piacenza and Clermont were solemnly 
re-affirmed. Anselm returned to England with the decrees against lay 
investiture and homage as the last memory of his Roman visit. They were 
to bring him into immediate conflict with his new sovereign. 

It was perhaps due to the unsettled state of Rome that the cardinals 
chose San Clemente for the place of conclave; there on 13 August they 
unanimously elected Rainer, cardinal-priest of that basilica, as Urban’s 
successor, in spite of his manifest reluctance. The anti-Pope was hovering 
in the neighbourhood and a surprise from him was feared, but nothing 
occurred to disturb the election. Rainer, who took the name of Paschal II, 
was a Tuscan by birth, who had been from early days a monk and, like his 
predecessor, at Cluny. Sent to Rome by the Abbot Hugh while still quite 
young, he had been retained by Gregory VII and appointed Abbot of San 
Lorenzo fuori le mura and afterwards cardinal-priest of San Clemente. By 
Urban II, in whose election he took a leading part, he had been employed 
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as papal legate in Spain. Here our knowledge of his antecedents ceases. 
So general was the agreement at his election that he was conducted at 
once to take possession of the Lateran palace, and on the following day 
was solemnly consecrated and enthroned at St Peter’s. Guibert was 
dangerously close, but the arrival of Norman gold enabled the Pope to 
chase him from Albano to Sutri; soon afterwards he retired to Civita 
Castellana, and died there in September 1100. Two anti-Popes were set 
up in succession by his Roman partisans, both cardinal-bishops of his crea- 
tion — Theodoric of Santa Rufina and Albert of the Sabina — but both 
were easily disposed of. Paschal, so far fortunate, was soon to experience 
the same trouble as Urban II from the Roman nobles. The defeat of 
Peter Colonna (with whom the name Colonna first enters into history) was 
an easy matter. More dangerous were the Corsi, who, after being expelled 
from their stronghold on the Capitol, settled in the Marittima and took 
their revenge by plundering papal territory. Closely connected with this 
disturbance was the rising of other noble families under the lead of a 
German, Marquess Werner of Ancona, which resulted in 1105 in the 
setting-up of a third anti-Pope, the arch-priest Maginulf, who styled 
himself Pope Sylvester IV. Paschal was for a time forced to take refuge 
in the island on the Tiber, but the anti-Pope was soon expelled. He 
remained, however, as a useful pawn for Henry V in his negotiations with 
the Pope, until the events of 1111 did away with the need for him, and 
he was then discarded. The nobles had not ceased to harass Paschal, and 
a serious rising in 1108-1109 hampered him considerably at a time when 
his relations with Henry were becoming critical. Again in 1116, on the 
occasion of Henry’s second appearance in Italy, Paschal was forced to 
leave Rome for a time owing to the riots that resulted from his attempt 
to establish a Pierleone as prefect of the city. 

The new Pope was of a peaceful and retiring disposition, and in his 
attempts to resist election he shewed a just estimate of his own capacity. 
Lacking the practical gifts of Urban II and Gregory VII, and still more 
the enlightened imagination of the latter, he was drawn into a struggle 
which he abhorred and for which he was quite unequal. Timid and 
unfamiliar with the world, he dreaded the ferocia gent is of the Germans, 
and commiserated with Anselm on being inter barbaros positus as arch- 
bishop. He was an admirable subordinate in his habit of unquestioning 
obedience, but he had not the capacity to lead or to initiate. Obedient 
to his predecessors, he was obstinate in adhering to the text of their 
decrees, but he was very easily overborne by determined opponents. This 
weakness of character is strikingly demonstrated throughout the investi- 
ture struggle, in which he took the line of rigid obedience to the text of 
papal decrees. Probably he was not cognisant of all the complicated 
constitutional issues involved, and the situation required the common 
sense and understanding of a man like Bishop Ivo of Chartres to handle 
it with success ; Ivo had the true Gregorian standpoint. Paschal devised 
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a solution of the difficulty with Henry V in 1111 which was admirable 
on paper but impossible to carry into effect; and he shewed no strength 
of mind when he had to face the storm which his scheme provoked. 
A short captivity was sufficient to wring from him the concession of lay 
investiture which his decrees had so emphatically condemned. When this 
again raised a storm, he yielded at once and revoked his concession; at the 
same time he refused to face the logic of his revocation and to stand up 
definitely against the Emperor who had forced the concession from him. 
The misery of his later years was the fruit of his indecision and lack of 
courage. The electors are to blame, who overbore his resistance, and it is 
impossible not to sympathise with this devout, well-meaning, but weak 
Pope, faced on all sides by strong-minded men insistent that their extreme 
demands must be carried out and contemptuous of the timid nature that 
yielded so readily. Eadmer tells us of a characteristic outburst from 
William Rufus, on being informed that the new Pope was not unlike 
Anselm in character: “God’s Face! Then he isn’t much good.” The 
comparison has some truth in it, though it is a little unfair to Anselm. 
Both were unworldly men, drawn against their will from their monasteries 
to a prolonged contest with powerful sovereigns; unquestioning obedience 
to spiritual authority was characteristic of them both, but immeasurably 
the greater was Anselm, who spoke no ill of his enemies and shielded them 
from punishment, while he never yielded his principles even to extreme 
violence. Paschal would have left a great name behind him, had he been 
possessed of the serene courage of St Anselm. 

For seven years the tide flowed strongly in his favour. The death of 
the anti-Pope Guibert in 1100 was a great event. It seems very probable 
that if Henry IV had discarded Guibert, as Henry V discarded Maginulf, 
he might have come to terms with Urban II. But Henry IV was more 
loyal to his allies than was his son, and he refused to take this treacherous 
step. It seemed to him that with Guibert’s death the chief difficulty was 
removed, and he certainly gave no countenance to the anti-Popes of a day 
that were set up in Rome to oppose Paschal. He was indeed quite ready 
to recognise Paschal, and, in consonance with the universal desire in 
Germany for the healing of the schism, announced his intention of going 
to Rome in person to be present at a synod where issues between Empire 
and Papacy might be amicably settled. It was Paschal, however, who proved 
irreconcilable. In his letters and decrees he shewed his firm resolve to give 
no mercy to the king who had been excommunicated and deposed by his 
predecessors and by hitnself. Henry was a broken man, very different 
from the antagonist of Gregory VII, and it was easy for Paschal to be 
defiant. The final blow for the Emperor came at Christmas 1104, when 
the young Henry deserted him and joined the rebels. Relying on the 
nobles and the papal partisans, Henry V was naturally anxious to be 
reconciled with the Pope. Paschal welcomed the rebel with open arms, as 
Urban had welcomed Conrad. 
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The end of the schism 


The formal reconciliation took place at the beginning of 1106. Born 
in 1081, when his father was already excommunicated, Henry could only 
have received baptism from a schismatic bishop. With the ceremony of 
the laying-on of hands he was received by Catholic bishops into the 
Church, and by this bridge the mass of the schismatics passed back into 
the orthodox fold. The Pope made easy the path of reconciliation, and 
the schism was thus practically brought to an end. The young king, as 
his position was still insecure, shewed himself extremely compliant to the 
Church party. He had already expelled the more prominent bishops of 
his father’s party from their sees, and filled their places by men whom the 
papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, had no hesitation in conse- 
crating. But he shewed no disposition to give up any of the rights 
exercised by his father, and Paschal did not take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity to make conditions or to obtain concessions from him. Towards 
the old king, who made a special appeal to the apostolic mercy, promising 
complete submission to the papal will, Paschal shewed himself implacable. 
There could be no repetition of Canossa, but the Pope renewed the 
ambition of Gregory VII in announcing his intention to be present at a 
council in Germany. The temporary recovery of power by Henry IV in 
1106 prevented the holding of this council in Germany, and it was sum- 
moned to meet in Italy instead. In the interval Henry died, and still the 
Pope was implacable, refusing to allow the body of the excommunicated 
king to be laid to rest in consecrated ground. It was a hollow triumph; 
the Papacy was soon to find that it had exchanged an ageing and beaten 
foe for a young and resolute one. The death of his father had relieved 
Henry V from the immediate necessity of submission to the papal will. 
He soon made clear that he was as resolute a champion of royal rights 
as his father, and he faced the Pope with Germany united in his 
support. 

III. 

With the death of Henry IV and the reconciliation of Henry V with 
the Church, the schism that had lasted virtually for thirty years was at 
an end. The desire for peace, rather than any deep conviction of imperial 
guilt, had been responsible perhaps for Henry V’s revolt, certainly for his 
victory over his father. By the tacit consent of both sides the claims and 
counter-claims of the years of conflict were ignored; the attempt of each 
power to be master of the other was abandoned, and in the relations 
between the regmim and saeerdotium the status quo ante was restored. 
On the question of lay investiture negotiations had already been started 
before the schism began ; they were resumed as soon as the schism was 
healed, but papal decrees in the intervening years had increased the diffi- 
culty of solution. Universal as was the desire for peace, this issue prevented 
its consummation for another sixteen years. The contest of Henry V 
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and the Papacy is solely, and can very rightly be named, an Investiture 
Struggle 3 . 

Gregory VIPs decrees had been directed against the old idea by which 
churches and bishoprics were regarded as possessions of laymen, and 
against the practice of investiture by ring and staff which symbolised the 
donation by the king of spiritual functions. He shewed no disposition 
to interfere with the feudal obligations which the king demanded from the 
bishops as from all holders of land and offices within his realm. But his suc- 
cessors were not content merely to repeat his decrees. At the Council 
of Clermont in 1095 Urban II had prohibited the clergy from doing 
homage to laymen, and at the Lenten Synod at Rome in 1102 Paschal II 
also prohibited the clergy from receiving ecclesiastical property at the 
hands of a layman, that is to say, even investiture with temporalities alone. 
To Gregory investiture was not important in itself, but only in the lay 
control of spiritual functions which it typified, and in the results to which 
this led — bad appointments and simony; the prohibition of investiture 
was only a means to an end. To Paschal it had become an end in itself. 
Rigid in his obedience to the letter of the decrees, he was blind to the 
fact that, in order to get rid of the hated word and ceremony, he was 
leaving unimpaired the royal control, which was the real evil. 

He had already obtained his point in France, and was about to 
establish it in England also. In France, owing to the weakness of the 
central government, papal authority had for some time been more effective 
than elsewhere; Philip I also exposed himself to attack on the moral side, 
and had only recently received absolution (in 1104<) after a second period 
of excommunication. Relations were not broken off* again, as the Pope 
did not take cognisance of Philip’s later lapses. The king, at any rate, 
was not strong enough to resist the investiture decrees. There was no 
actual concordat ; the king simply ceased to invest, and the nobles followed 
his example 1 2 . He, and they, retained control of appointments, and in 
place of investiture “conceded” the temporalities of the see, usually after 
consecration and without symbol; the bishops took the oath of fealty, 
but usually did not do homage. 

Paschal was less successful in England, where again political conditions 
were largely responsible for bringing Henry I into the mood for compro- 
mise. Henry and Paschal were equally stubborn, and on Anselm fell the 
brunt of the struggle and the pain of a second exile. At last Henry was 
brought to see the wisdom of a reconciliation with Anselm, and the Pope 
relented so far as to permit Anselm to consecrate bishops even though 

1 The controversial literature shews this very clearly. It is, from now onwards, 
confined to the question of lay investiture. Up to this time it was the greater issues 
raised by Gregory VII that had been mainly debated. 

2 France was peculiar in this, that not only the king but also nobles invested even 
to bishoprics. Normandy was in a special position, and what is said with regard to 

England should be taken as applying to Normandy also. 
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they had received lay investiture or done homage to the king. This paved 
the way for the Concordat of August 1107, by which the king gave up 
the practice of investing with ring and staff and Anselm consented to 
consecrate bishops who had done homage to the king. Thus what the 
Pope designed as a temporary concession was turned into a permanent 
settlement. The subsequent practice is seen from succeeding elections and 
was embodied in the twelfth chapter of the Constitutions of Clarendon. 
The king had the controlling voice in the election, the bishop-elect did 
homage and took the oath of fealty, and only after that did the consecration 
take place. In effect, the king retained the same control as before. The 
Pope was satisfied by the abolition of investiture with the ring and staff, 
but the king, though hating to surrender an old custom 1 , had his way on 
all the essential points. 

Paschal IPs' obsession with the question of investiture is shewn in the 
letter he wrote to Archbishop Ruthard of Mayence in November 1105, 
a letter which is a fitting prelude to the new struggle. Investiture, he says, 
is the cause of the discord between the regnum and the mcerdotium , but 
he hopes that the new reign will bring a solution of the difficulty. Actu- 
ally it was the new reign that created the difficulty. During the schism 
papal decrees were naturally disregarded in Germany; royal investiture 
continued uninterruptedly, and Henry V from the beginning of his reign 
regularly invested with the ring and staff. But when Germany returned 
to the Catholic fold, papal decrees became operative once more, and the 
discrepancy between Henry’s profession of obedience to Rome and his 
practice of investiture was immediately apparent. He was as determined 
as his father that the royal prerogative should remain unimpaired, but 
he shewed his sense of the direction the controversy was taking and the 
weakness of the royal position by insisting that he was only investing with 
the regalia 2 . This made no difference to Paschal, who refused all com- 
promise on the exercise of investiture; his assertion of his desire not to 
interfere with the royal rights, which had some meaning in Gregory VIPs 
mouth, carried no conviction. He must have been sanguine indeed if he 
expected in Germany a cessation of investiture as in France; there was 
nothing to induce Henry V even to follow the precedent set by his English 
namesake. In Germany there was no parallel to the peculiar position in 
England of St Anselm, the primate who put first his profession of obedience 
to the Pope. Archbishops and bishops, as well as lay nobles, were at one 
with the king on this question; even the papal legate, Bishop Gebhard 
of Constance, who had endured so much in the papal cause, did not 
object to consecrate bishops appointed and invested by Henry. And the 
German king had legal documents to set against the papal claims — the 

1 His reluctance is seen in the jealous complaint he made in 1108 through Anselm, 
that the Pope was still allowing the King of Germany to invest. 

2 This meant the important part, but not the whole, of the temporalities of 
the see. 
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privileges of Pope Hadrian I to Charles the Great and of Pope Leo VIII 
to Otto the Great — forged documents, it is true, but none the less useful. 
It needed a change in the political atmosphere to induce Henry V to 
concessions. 

The council summoned by Paschal met at Guastalla on 22 October 
1106. The Pope was affronted by the scant attention paid by German 
bishops to his summons. Instead there appeared an embassy from Henry 
claiming that the Pope should respect the royal rights, and at the same 
time inviting him again to Germany. To the first message Paschal replied 
by a decree against lay investiture, to the second by an acceptance of the 
invitation, promising to be at Mayence at Christmas. He soon repented 
of his promise, whether persuaded of the futility of the journey or wishing 
to avoid the personal encounter, and hastily made his way into France, 
where he could be sure of protection and respect. Here he met with a 
reception which fell little short of that accorded to Urban ; in particular 
he was welcomed by the two kings, Philip I and his son Louis, who 
accompanied the Pope to Chalons in May 1107, where he received the 
German ambassadors with Archbishop Bruno of Treves at their head. To 
the reasoned statement they presented of the king’s demands Paschal re- 
turned a direct refusal, which w r as pointed by the decree he promulgated 
against investiture at a council held at Troyes on 23 May. At this council 
he took action against the German episcopate, especially for their dis- 
obedience to his summons to Guastalla: the Archbishops of Mayence 
and Cologne and their suffragans, with two exceptions, were put under 
the ban, and his legate Gebhard received a sharp censure. It was of little 
avail that he invited Henry to be present at a synod in Rome in the 
following year. Henry did not appear, and Paschal was too much occupied 
with difficulties in Rome to take any action. But at a synod at Bene- 
vento in 1108 he renewed the investiture decrees, adding the penalty of 
excommunication against the giver as well as the receiver of investiture. 
Clearly he was meditating a definite step against Henry. The king, however, 
had a reason for not wishing at this momen t to alienate the Pope — his desire 
for imperial coronation. Accordingly during 1109 and 1110 negotiations 
were resumed. An embassy from Henry proposing his visit to Rome was 
well received by Paschal, who welcomed the proposal though remaining 
firm against the king’s demands. At the Lenten Synod of 1 1 10 he repeated 
the investiture decree, but, perhaps to prevent a breach in the negotia- 
tions, abstained from pronouncing excommunication on the giver of 
investiture. Fie had reiterated to Henry’s embassy his intention not to 
infringe the royal rights. Had he already conceived his solution of 1111 ? 
At any rate he took the precaution of obtaining the promise of Norman 
support in case of need, a promise which was not fulfilled 1 . 

1 Duke Roger of Apulia died on 21 February 1111, and the Normans were too 
weak to come to the Pope’s assistance. In fact they feared an imperial attack upon 
themselves. * 
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In August 1110 Henry began his march to Rome. From Arezzo, at 
the end of December, he sent an embassy to the Pope, making it clear 
that he insisted on investing with the temporalities held from the Empire. 
Paschal’s answer was not satisfactory, but a second embassy (from Acqua- 
pendente) was more successful. It was now that Paschal produced his 
famous solution of the dilemma — the separation of ecclesiastics from all 
secular interests. If Henry would renounce investiture, the Church would 
surrender all the regalia held by bishops and abbots, who would be con- 
tent for the future with tithes and offerings. Ideally this was an admirable 
solution, and it may have appeared to the unworldly monk to be a 
practical one as well. Henry must have known better. He must have 
realised that it would be impossible to obtain acquiescence from those who 
were to be deprived of their privileges and possessions. But he saw that 
it could be turned to his own advantage. He adroitly managed to lay on 
the Pope the onus of obtaining acquiescence; this the Pope readily un- 
dertook, serenely relying on the competency of ecclesiastical censures to 
bring the reluctant to obedience. The compact was made by the pleni- 
potentiaries of both sides at the church of Santa Maria in Turri on 
4 February 1111, and was confirmed by the king himself at Sutri on 
9 February. 

On IS February the king entered St Peter’s with the usual prelimi- 
nary formalities that attended imperial coronations. The ratification of 
the compact was to precede the ceremony proper. Henry rose and read 
aloud his renunciation of investiture. The Pope then on behalf of the 
Church renounced the regalia , and forbade the holding of them by any 
bishops or abbots, present or to come. Immediately burst forth the storm 
that might have been expected 1 . Not only the ecclesiastics, who saw the 
loss of their power and possessions, but also the lay nobles, who anticipated 
the decline in their authority consequent on the liberation of churches 
from their control, joined in the uproar. All was confusion ; the ceremony 
of coronation could not proceed. Eventually, after futile negotiations, the 
imperialists laid violent hands on the Pope and cardinals; they were 
hurried outside the walls to the king’s camp, after a bloody conflict with 
the Romans. A captivity of two months followed, and then the Pope 
yielded to the pressure and conceded all that Henry wished. Not only 
was royal investiture permitted; it was to be a necessary preliminary to 
consecration. They returned together to St Peter’s, where on IS April 
the Pope handed Henry his privilege and placed the imperial crown upon 

1 The accounts published afterwards by both sides are contradictory as to the 
actual order of events. The imperial manifesto declares that Henry read his privilege 
and that the uproar arose when he called upon the Pope to fullil his share of the 
compact. The papal manifesto implies that neither privilege was actually read aloud. 
The account that Ekkehard gives in his Chronicle (MGH, Script, vi, p. 224 sq.) is that 
the uproar occurred after the reading of both privileges. Whatever actually happened, 
it is clear that the contents of the two documents were in some way made public. 
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his head. Immediately after the ceremony the Pope was released; the 
Emperor, who had had to barricade the Leonine city against the popu- 
lace, hastily quitted Rome and returned in triumph to Germany. 

The Pope had had his moment of greatness. He had tried to bring 
the ideal into practice and to recall the Church to its true path; but the 
time was not ripe, the violence of the change was too great, and the plan 
failed. The failure was turned into disaster by the weakness of character 
which caused him to submit to force and make the vital concession of in- 
vestiture; for the rest of his life he had to pay the penalty. The extreme 
Church party immediately gave expression to their feelings. Led by the 
Cardinal-bishops of Tusculum and Ostia in Rome, and in France and 
Burgundy by the Archbishops of Lyons and Vienne 1 , they clamoured for 
the repudiation of the “concession,” reminding Paschal of his own previous 
decrees and hinting at withdrawal of obedience if the Pope did not retract 
his oath. In this oath Paschal had sworn, and sixteen cardinals had sworn 
with him, to take no further action in the matter of investiture, and 
never to pronounce anathema against the king. Both parts of the oath 
he was compelled to forswear, helpless as ever in the presence of strong- 
minded men. At the Lenten Synod of 1112 he retracted his concession 
of investiture, as having been extracted from him by force and therefore 
null and void. The same year Archbishop Guy of Vienne held a synod 
which condemned lay investiture as heresy, anathematised the king, and 
threatened to withdraw obedience from the Pope if he did not confirm the 
decrees. Paschal wrote on 20 October, meekly ratifying Guy’s actions. 
But his conscience made his life a burden to him, and led him into various 
inconsistencies. He felt pledged in faith to Henry, and wrote to Germany 
that he would not renounce his pact or take action against the Emperor. 
The unhappy Pope, however, was not man enough to maintain this 
attitude. Harassed by the vehemence of the extremists, whose scorn for 
his action was blended with a sort of contemptuous pity, he was forced at 
the Lenten Synod of 1116 to retract again publicly the concession of 1111 
and to condemn it by anathema. Moreover, Cuno, Cardinal-bishop of 
Palestrina, complained that as papal legate at Jerusalem and elsewhere, 
he had in the Pope’s name excommunicated Henry, and demanded confir- 
mation of his action. The Pope decreed this confirmation, and in a letter 
to Archbishop Frederick of Cologne the next year, he wrote that hearing 
of the archbishop’s excommunication of Henry he had abstained from 
intercourse with the king. Paschal had ceased to be Head of the Church 
in anything but name. 

If the events of 1111 brought humiliation to Paschal from all sides, 
the Emperor was to get little advantage from his successful violence. The 

1 Their efforts in France were, however, to a large extent discounted by the 
moderate party with Bishop Ivo of Chartres as its spokesman. He deprecated the 
action of the extremists, especially in their implied rebuke of the Pope, and emphati- 
cally denied that lay investiture could rightly be stigmatised as heresy. 
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revolt that broke out in Germany in 1112 and lasted with variations of 
fortune for nine years was certainly not unconnected with the incidents of 
those fateful two months. The Saxons naturally seized the opportunity 
to rebel, but it is more surprising to find the leading archbishops and many 
bishops of Germany in revolt against the king. Dissatisfaction with the 
February compact, indignation at the violence done to the Pope, as 
well as the ill-feeling caused by the high-handed policy of Henry in 
Germany, were responsible for the outbreak; if Archbishop Adalbert 
of Mayence was controlled mainly by motives of personal ambition, 
Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg was influenced by ecclesiastical considera- 
tions only. Henry’s enemies hastened to ally themselves with the extreme 
Church party, and Germany was divided into two camps once more. Even 
neutrality was dangerous, and Bishop Otto of Bamberg, who had never 
lost the favour of Pope or Emperor, found himself placed under anathema 
by Adalbert. 

An important event in 1115, the death of Countess Matilda of Tuscany , 
brought the Emperor again into Italy. He came, early in 1116, to enter 
into possession not only of the territory and dignities held from the Em- 
pire but, as heir, of her allodial possessions as well. Matilda, at some 
time in the years 1077-1080, had made over these allodial possessions, on 
both sides of the Alps, to the Roman Church, receiving them back as a 
fief from the Papacy, but retaining full right of disposition 1 . This dona- 
tion she had confirmed in a charter of 17 November 1102. Her free right 
of disposal had been fully exercised, notably on the occasion of Henry’s 
first expedition to Italy. Both on his arrival, and again at his departure, 
she had shewn a friendliness to him which is most remarkable in view of 
his dealings with the Pope. Moreover it seems to be proved that at this 
time she actually made him her heir 2 , without prejudice of course to the 
previous donation to the Papacy. The Pope must have been aware of the 
bequest, as he made no attempt to interfere with Henry when he came 
into Italy to take possession. The bequest to Henry at any rate prevented 
any friction from arising on the question during the Emperor’s lifetime, 
especially as Henry, like Matilda, retained full disposal and entered into 
no definite vassal-relationship to the Pope. For Henry it was a personal 
acquisition of the highest value. By a number of charters to Italian towns, 
which were to be of great importance for the future, he sought to con- 
solidate his authority and to regain the support his father had lost. His 
general relations with the Pope do not seem to have caused him any 
uneasiness. It was not until the beginning of 1117 that he proceeded to 
Rome, where he planned a solemn coronation at Easter and a display of 
imperial authority in the city proper, in which he had been unable to set 
foot in 1111. 

1 A. Overmann, Grilfin Mathilde von Tuscien, pp. 143-4. 

2 lb. pp. 43 ff. Overmann shews that this was a personal bequest to her relative 
Henry, and was not made to him as Emperor or King of Germany. 
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During the previous year Paschal’s position in Rome had been 
endangered by the struggles for the prefecture, in which a hoy, son of the 
late prefect, was set up in defiance of the Pope’s efforts on behalf of his 
constant supporters the Pierleoni. The arrival of Henry brought a new 
terror. Paschal could not face the prospect of having to retract his 
retractation; he filed to South Italy. Henry, supported by the prefect, 
spent Easter in Rome, and was able to find a complaisant archbishop to 
perform the ceremony of coronation in Maurice Bourdin of Braga, who 
was immediately excommunicated by the Pope. For the rest of the year 
Paschal remained under Norman protection in South Italy, where he re- 
newed with certain limitations Urban II’s remarkable privilege to Count 
Roger of Sicily. Finally in January 1118, as Henry had gone, he could 
venture back to Rome, to find peace at last. On 21 January 1118 he died 
in the castle of Sant’ Angelo. 

His successor, John of Gaeta, who took the name of Gelasius II, had 
been Chancellor under both Urban II and Paschal II, and had distinguished 
his period of office by the introduction of the cursus , which became a 
special feature of papal letters and was later imitated by other chanceries 1 . 
His papacy only lasted a year, and throughout he had to endure a continual 
conflict with his enemies. The Frangipani made residence in Rome im- 
possible for him. The Emperor himself appeared in March, and set up the 
excommunicated Archbishop of Braga as Pope Gregory VIII. In April 
at Capua Gelasius excommunicated the Emperor and his anti-Pope, and so 
took the direct step from which Paschal had shrunk, and a new schism 
definitely came into being. At last in September Gelasius set sail for 
Pisa, and from there journeyed to France where he knew he could obtain 
peace and protection. On 29 January 1119 he died at the monastery of 
Cluny. 

The cardinals who had accompanied Gelasius to France did not 
hesitate long as to their choice of a successor, and on 2 February Arch- 
bishop Guy of Vienne was elected as Pope Calixtus II; the election was 
ratified without delay by the cardinals who had remained in Rome. There 
was much to justify their unanimity. Calixtus was of high birth, and was 
related to the leading rulers in Europe — among others to the sovereigns 
of Germany, France, and England; he had the advantage, on which he 
frequently insisted, of being able to address them as their equal in birth. 
He had also shewn himself to be a man of strong character and inflexible 
determination. As Archbishop of Vienne he had upheld the claims of his 
see against the Popes themselves, and apparently had not scrupled to 
employ forged documents to gain his ends. He had taken the lead in 
Burgundy in opposing the “concession” of Paschal in 1111, and, as we 
have seen, had dictated the Pope’s recantation. But the characteristics 
that made him acceptable to the cardinals at this crisis might seem to have 
1 On this see R. L. Poole, The Papal Chancery , ch. iv. 
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militated against the prospects of peace. The result proved the contrary , 
however, and it was probably an advantage that the Pope was a strong 
man and would not be intimidated by violence like his predecessor, whose 
weakness had encouraged Henry to press his claims to the full. Moreover 
the revival of the schism caused such consternation in Germany that it 
was perhaps a blessing in disguise. It allowed the opinions of moderate 
men, such as Ivo of Chartres and Otto of Bamberg, to make themselves 
heard and to force a compromise against the wishes of the extremists on 
both sides. . 

Calixtus soon shewed that he was anxious for peace, by assisting the 
promotion of negotiations. These came to a head at Mouzon on 23 Octo- 
ber, when the Emperor abandoned investiture to churches, and a settle- 
ment seemed to have been arranged. But distrust of Henry was very 
strong among the Pope’s entourage; they were continually on the aleit, 
anticipating an attempt to take the Pope prisoner. So suspicious were they 
that they decided there must be a flaw in his pledge to abandon investi- 
ture; they found it in his not mentioning Church property, investiture 
with which was equally repudiated by them. On this point no accommo- 
dation could be reached, and the conference broke up. Calixtus returned 
to Rheims to preside over a synod which had been interrupted by his 
departure to Mouzon. The synod pronounced sentence of excommunication 
on Henry V and passed a decree against lay investiture; the decree as 
originally drafted included a condemnation of investiture with Chuich 
property, but the opposition of the laity to this clause led to its withdrawal, 
and the decree simply condemned investiture with bishoprics and abbeys. 
A little less suspicion and the rupture with Henry might have been avoided. 

Investiture was not the only important issue at the Synod of Rheims. 
During its session the King of France, Louis VI, made a dramatic appeal 
to the Pope against Henry I of England 1 . On 20 November Calixtus met 
Henry himself at Gisors, and found him ready enough to make peace with 
Louis but unyielding on the ecclesiastical questions which he raised him- 
self. They were especially in conflict on the relations between the 
Archbishops of Canterbury and York. Calixtus had reversed the decision 
of his predecessors and denied the right of Canterbury to the obedience 
of York, which Lanfranc had successfully established. Perhaps his own 
experience led him to suspect the forgeries by which Lanfranc had built 
up his case, or he may have been anxious to curb the power of Canterbury 
which had rendered unsuccessful a mission on which he had himself been 
employed as papal legate to England. He insisted on the non-subordination 
of York to Canterbury; in return, he later granted to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury the dignity of permanent papal legate in England. I his may 
have given satisfaction to the king; it also gave a foothold for papal 
authority in a country which papal legates had not been allowed to enter 
without royal permission. 

1 See infra , Chap, xvm, pp. 603-4. 
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For more than a year Calixtus remained in France. When he made 
his way into Italy and arrived at Rome in June 1120, he met with an 
enthusiastic reception; though he spent many months in South Italy, 
his residence in Rome was comparatively untroubled. The failure of the 
negotiations at Mouzon delayed peace for three more years, but the 
universal desire for it was too strong to be gainsaid. Two events in 1121 
prepared the way. Firstly, the capture of the anti-Pope in April by 
Calixtus removed a serious obstacle; the wretched Gregory VIII had 
received, as he complained, no support from the Emperor who had exalted 
him. Secondly, at Michaelmas in the Diet of Wurzburg the German 
nobles restored peace between Henry and his opponents in Germany, 
and promised by their mediation to effect peace with the Church also. 
This removed the chief difficulties. Suspicion of the king had ruined 
negotiations at Mouzon; his pledges were now to be guaranteed by the 
princes of the Empire. Moreover with Germany united for peace, the 
Papacy could have little to gain by holding out against it; Calixtus 
shewed his sense of the changed situation by the conciliatory, though 
firm, letter which he wrote to Henry on 19 February 1122 and sent by 
the hand of their common kinsman, Bishop Azzo of Acqui. Henry had 
as little to gain by obstinacy, and shewed himself prepared to carry out 
the decisions of the Died of Wurzburg and to promote the re-operiing of 
negotiations. The preliminaries took time. The papal plenipotentiaries 
fixed on Mayence as the meeting-place for the council, but the Emperor 
won an important success in obtaining the change of venue from this city, 
where he had in the archbishop an implacable enemy, to the more loyal 
Worms; hereon 23 September was at last signed the Concordat which 
brought Empire and Papacy into communion once more. 

The Concordat of Worms 1 was a treaty of peace between the two 
powers, each of whom signed a diploma granting concessions to the other. 
The Emperor, besides a general guarantee of the security of Church 
property and the freedom of elections, surrendered for ever investiture 
with the ring and staff. The Pope in his concessions made an important 
distinction between bishoprics and abbeys in Germany and those in Italy 
and Burgundy. In the former he granted that elections should take place 
in the king’s presence and allowed a certain authority to the king in dis- 
puted elections ; the bishop or abbot elect was to receive the regalia from 
the king by the sceptre, and in return was to do homage and take the 
oath of fealty, before consecration. In Italy and Burgundy consecration 
was to follow a free election, and within six months the king might bestow 
the regalia by the sceptre and receive homage in return 2 . This distinction 
marked a recognition of existing facts. The Emperor had exercised little 

1 The original of the imperial diploma is in the Vatican archives. A facsimile of 
it is given in MIOGF, Vol. vi. 

2 In both cases the words used are: “Sceptrum a te recipiat et quae ex his iure 
tibi debet faciat.” 
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control over elections in Burgundy, and had been gradually losing 
authority in Italy. Two factors had reduced the importance of the Italian 
bishoprics: the growing power of the communes, often acquiesced in by 
the bishops, had brought about a corresponding decline in episcopal 
authority, and the bishops had in general acceded to the papal reform 
decrees, so that they were far less amenable to imperial control. As far 
as Germany was concerned, it remained of the highest importance to the 
king to retain control over the elections, as the temporal authority of the 
bishops continued unimpaired. And here, though the abolition of the 
obnoxious use of spiritual symbols satisfied the papal scruples, the royal 
control of elections remained effective. But it cannot be denied that the 
Concordat was a real gain to the Papacy. The Emperor’s privilege was 
a surrender of an existing practice; the Pope’s was only a statement of 
how much of the existing procedure he was willing to countenance 1 . 

On 11 November a diet at Bamberg confirmed the Concordat, which 
forthwith became part of the constitutional law of the Empire. In 
December the Pope wrote a letter of congratulation to Henry and sent 
him his blessing, and at the Lenten Synod of 1123 3 proceeded to ratify 
the Concordat on the side of the Church as well. The imperial diploma 
was welcomed with enthusiasm by the synod; against the papal concessions 
there was some murmuring, but for the sake of peace they were tolerated 
for the time. It was recognised that they were not irrevocable, and 
their wording rendered possible the claim that, while Henry’s privilege 
was binding on his successors, the Pope’s had been granted to Henry 
alone for his lifetime. There were also wide discrepancies of opinion as 
to the exact implication of the praesentia regis at elections and the 
influence he could exercise at disputed elections. By Henry V, and later 
by Frederick Barbarossa, these were interpreted in the sense most favour- 
able to the king. Between Henry and Calixtus, however, no friction arose, 
despite the efforts of Archbishop Adalbert to provoke the Pope to action 
against the Emperor. Calixtus died in December 1124, Henry in the 
following summer, without any violation of the peace. The subordination 
of Lothar to ecclesiastical interests allowed the Papacy to improve its 
position, which was still further enhanced during the weak reign of Conrad. 
Frederick I restored royal authority in this direction as in others, and the 
version of the Concordat given by Otto of Freising represents his point 
of view ; the difference between Italian and German bishoprics is ignored, 
and the wording of the Concordat is slightly altered to admit of in- 
terpretation in the imperial sense. It is clear that the Concordat 

1 See A. Hofmeister, Das Wormser Konkordat ( Festschrift Dietrich Schafer stum 
TO Geburtstag). Hofmeister, following Schafer against Bernheirn and others, insists 
also that, though Henry’s privilege was to the Papacy in perpetuity, the Pope’s 
was only to Henry for his lifetime. The Church party certainly adopted this view, 
but that it was recognised by the imperialists seems to be disproved by subsequent 
history. 

2 The First Laterazi Council. 
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contained within itself difficulties that prevented it from becoming a 
permanent settlement; its great work was to put on a legal footing the 
relations of the Emperor with the bishops and abbots of Germany. What 
might have resulted in connexion with the Papacy we cannot tell. The 
conflict between Frederick I and the Papacy was again a conflict for 
mastery, in which lesser subjects of difference were obliterated. Finally 
Frederick II made a grand renunciation of imperial rights at elections 
on 12 July 1213, before the last great conflict began. 

The first great contest between Empire and Papacy had virtually 
come to an end with the death of Henry IV. Its results were indecisive. 
The Concordat of Worms had provided a settlement of a minor issue, 
but the great question, that of supremacy, remained unsettled. It was 
tacitly ignored by both sides until it was raised again by the challenging 
words of Hadrian I V. But the change that had taken place in the relations 
between the two powers was in itself a great victory for the papal idea. 
The Papacy, which Henry III had controlled as master from 1046 to 1056, 
had claimed authority over his son, and had at any rate treated as an 
equal with his grandson. In the ecclesiastical sphere the Pope had obtained 
a position which he was never to lose. That he was the spiritual head of 
the Church would hardly have been questioned before, but his authority 
had been rather that of a suzerain, who was expected to leave the local 
archbiwshops and bishops in independent control of their own districts. 
In imitation of the policy of the temporal rulers, the Popes had striven, 
with a large measure of success, to convert this suzerainty into a true 
sovereignty. This was most fully recognised in France, though it was very 
widely accepted also in Germany and North Italy. In England, papal 
authority had made least headway, but even here we find in Anselm an 
archbishop of Canterbury placing his profession of obedience to the Pope 
above his duty to his temporal sovereign. The spiritual sovereignty of 
the Papacy was bound to mean a limitation of the authority of the 
temporal rulers. 

Papal sovereignty found expression in the legislative, executive, and 
iudiciai supremacy of the Pope. At general synods, held usually at Rome 
and during Lent, he promulgated decrees binding on the whole Church; 
these decrees were repeated and made effective by local synods also, on 
the holding of which the Popes insisted. The government was centralised 
in the hands of the Pope, firstly, by means of legates, permanent or 
temporary, who acted in his name with full powers: secondly, by the 
frequent summons to Rome of bishops and especially of archbishops, who, 
moreover, were rarely allowed to receive the pallium except from the 
hand of the Pope himself. A more elaborate organisation was contemplated 
in the creation of primacies, begun in France by Gregory VII and extended 
by his successors; while certain archbishops were thus given authority 
over others, they were themselves made more directly responsible to Rome. 
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And as papal authority became more real, the authority of archbishops 
and bishops tended to decrease. The encouragement of direct appeals to 
Rome was a cause of this, as was the papal protection given to monasteries, 
especially by Urban II, with exemption in several cases from episcopal 
control. Calixtus II, as a former archbishop, was less in sympathy with 
this policy and guarded episcopal rights over monasteries with some care. 
But the close connexion of the Papacy with so many houses in all parts 
tended to exalt its position and to lower the authority of the local bishop ; 
it had a further importance in the financial advantage it brought to the 
Papacy. 

Papal elections were now quite free. The rights that had been pre- 
served to Henry IV in the Election Decree of Nicholas II had lapsed 
during the schism. Imperial attempts to counteract this by the appoint- 
ment of subservient anti-Popes had proved a complete failure. In episcopal 
elections, too, progress had been made towards greater freedom. There 
was a tendency towards the later system of election by the chapter, but at 
present clergy outside the chapter and influential laymen had a consider- 
able and a lawful share. In Germany and England the royal will was 
still the decisive factor. It may be noticed here that the Popes did not 
attempt to introduce their own control over elections in place of the lay 
control which they deprecated. They did, however, frequently decide in 
cases of dispute, or order a new election when they considered the previous 
one to be uneanonieal in form or invalid owing to the character of the 
person elected; occasionally too, as Gregory VII in the case of Hugh and 
the archbishopric of Lyons, they suggested to the electors the suitable 
candidate. But the papal efforts were directed primarily to preserving 
the purity of canonical election. 

The Reform Movement had led to a devastating struggle, but in 
many respects its results were for good. There was undoubtedly a greater 
spirituality noticeable among the higher clergy, in Germany as well as in 
France, at the end of the period. The leading figure among the moderates, 
Bishop Otto of Bamberg, was to become famous as the apostle of Pome- 
rania, and Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg was to be prominent not only in 
politics but also for his zeal in removing the clergy from secular pursuits. 
In the age that followed, St Bernard and St Norbert were able by their 
personality and spiritual example to exercise a dominance over the rulers 
of France and Germany denied to the Popes themselves. 

There was indeed another side of papal activity which tended to lessen 
their purely spiritual influence. The temporal power was to some extent 
a necessity, for spiritual weapons were of only limited avail, Gregory VII 
had apparently conceived the idea of a Europe owning papal suzerainty, 
but his immediate successors limited themselves to the Papal States, ex- 
tended by the whole of South Italy, where the Normans recognised papal 
overlordship. The alliance with the Normans, so often useful, almost 
necessary, was dangerous and demoralising. It had led to the fatal results 
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of Gregory’s last years and was for some time to give the Normans a 
considerable influence over papal policy, while the claim of overlordship 
of the South was to lead to the terrible struggle with the later Hohen- 
staufen and its aftermath in the contest of Angevins and Aragonese. In 
Rome itself papal authority, which had been unquestioned during 
Gregory’s archidiaconate and papacy up to 1083, received a severe check 
from Norman brutality ; it was long before it could be recovered in full 
again. 

The great advance of papal authority spiritual and temporal, its rise as 
a power co-equal with the Empire, was not initiated indeed by Gregory VII, 
but it was made possible by him and he was the creator of the new Papacy. 
He had in imagination travelled much farther than his immediate suc- 
cessors were willing to follow. But he made claims and set in motion 
theories which were debated and championed by writers of greater learning 
than his own, and though they lay dormant for a time they were not 
forgotten. St Bernard shewed what spiritual authority could achieve. 
Gregory VII had contemplated the Papacy exercising this authority, 
and his claims were to be brought into the light again, foolishly and 
impetuously at first by Hadrian IV, but with more insight and deter- 
mination by Innocent III, with whom they were to enter into the region 
of the practical and in some measure actually to be carried into effect. 
Gregory VII owed much to Nicholas I and the author of the Forged 
Decretals ; Innocent III owed still more to Gregory VII. 
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CHAPTER III. 

GERMANY UNDER HENRY IV AND HENRY V. 

The death of Henry III on 5 October 1056 was one of the greatest 
disasters which the medieval Empire experienced. It is true that his 
power had declined in the latter years of his reign, but the difficulties 
before him were not so great that he himself, granted good health, could 
not have successfully surmounted them. Imperial prestige had suffered, 
especially from Hungary in the south-east ; yet even the weak government 
of the regency was soon able to restore, though it could not retain, its 
overlordship. It was rather in the internal affairs of Germany and in the 
Italian kingdom that the death of the great Emperor was fatal. The 
German princes needed a master to keep them from usurping or claiming 
independence of action. And in Italy the situation was critical, as 
Henry III had recognised. Imperial authority was challenged in the 
north and centre by Duke Godfrey of Lower Lorraine, the husband of 
Beatrice of Tuscany, while in the south the rise of the Norman power 
and the prospect of a secular sword on which the now regenerated Papacy 
could rely put it in a position to shake off its subservience to its former 
rescuer and protector, the Emperor. The more absolute Henry’s authority 
had been, the greater the loss of imperial prestige should the Papacy be- 
come independent. 

The heir to the throne was a boy not quite six years of age. Henry III 
had averted the gravest danger to which monarchy was liable — the 
danger of a vacancy in the kingdom — as his son Henry had already been 
recognised and anointed as king. But he could not avert the lesser, 
though often hardly less grave, evil of a regency. Probably in accordance 
with the Emperor’s own wishes, and certainly following the usual 
precedent, the Empress-mother Agnes was recognised as regent, a woman 
distinguished only for her piety. Had she combined with this the firm 
character of a Blanche of Castile, she might have made of her son a 
Louis IX, but she failed alike to maintain imperial government and to 
impress her piety on her son. For the few months that Pope Victor II 
survived his master and friend, all indeed went well. His counsels brought 
peace in Germany (especially in Lorraine and Bavaria), his influence it 
was that caused the change in government to be effected with so little 
disturbance, and during his lifetime Empire and Papacy were united in 
the closest harmony. But with his death Agnes was left to depend on 
the counsel of such of the bishops as enjoyed her favour : in particular 
Henry of Augsburg, whose influence at court seriously weakened the 
regency owing to the jealousy to which it gave rise. 



Regency of Agnes 


113 


The effect of the five years and a half of Agnes 1 regency was to pro- 
duce a steady decline in the prestige and power of the central authority. 
At first, indeed, there was an improvement on the eastern frontiers. The 
birth of a son, Salomo, to King Andrew of Hungary had disappointed 
the king’s brother Bela in his hopes of the succession. To counteract this 
danger Andrew made peace with the Empire in 1058, and a marriage- 
alliance was arranged between Salomo and Agnes’ daughter Judith. 
This alliance, however, only produced disaster. An imperial army sent 
in 1060 to the assistance of Andrew was severely defeated. Andrew him- 
self was killed in battle, Salomo had to take refuge in Germany, and Bela 
and his son Geza established themselves as rulers of Hungary. The Duke 
of Poland, who had given a refuge and assistance to Bela, seized the 
opportunity to throw off the imperial overlordship, and by his continual 
alliance with the anti-German party in both Hungary and Bohemia was 
able to maintain himself in a practically independent position. The Duke 
of Bohemia, therefore, was on the side of the Empire 1 , and his loyalty was 
to be of the greatest value, placed as he was in direct contact with the 
duchies both of Saxony and Bavaria. During practically the whole of the 
eighty years covered by the reigns of Henry IV and Henry V this 
situation prevailed in the three countries. There was frequent civil war 
in each of them, and the brothers of the ruler were constantly in revolt 
against him, but, while the German party maintained itself in Bohemia, 
the anti-German party was successful in both Hungary and Poland. To- 
wards the end of the period Hungary became more concerned in Eastern 
than in Western politics, though its contest with Venice for the coast of 
Dalmatia introduced a further complication into the international 
situation. 

It was not surprising that the frontier-states refused obedience to a 
government which could not enforce its authority within the kingdom. 
The majesty of the imperial name was still sufficient to leave the 
disposition of appointments, both lay and ecclesiastical, in the hands of 
the Empress-regent. Agnes, too, was fortunate in the patronage that she 
had to bestow, though singularly unfortunate in its disposal. The duchy 
of Franconia, as before, remained in royal hands. When Swabia became 
vacant by the death of Duke Otto in 1057, Agnes bestowed the duchy on 
the Burgundian Count, Rudolf of Rheinfelden, and his marriage with the 
king’s sister Matilda in 1 059 was designed to bind him to the interests of 
the court ; but Matilda died in 1060, and his subsequent marriage with 
Adelaide, Henry IV’s sister-in-law, tended perhaps rather to rivalry than 
to union with the king. To the leading noble in Swabia, Count Berthold 
of Zahringen, was given the duchy of Carinthia in 1061 ; Carinthia, how- 
ever, remained quite independent of its duke, and the local family of 

1 In 1085 Vratislav II as a reward for his loyalty received the title of king, and 
was crowned by Archbishop Egilbert of Treves at Prague. The title was for his life- 
time only, and did not affect his duties to his overlord. 
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Eppenstein was predominant in the duchy. In Saxony, Agnes does not 
seem to have attempted to interfere with the recognised claims of the 
Saxons to independence within the duchy or with the hereditary right of 
the Billung family, and on the death of Duke Bernard in 1059 his son 
Ordulf succeeded without challenge. But it was probably with the aim of 
obtaining valuable support in Saxony that in 1061 she handed over the 
duchy of Bavaria, which had been entrusted to her own charge by 
Henry III, to Count Otto of Nordheim. The dukes so appointed used 
their new authority solely to further their own ambitious ends, and the 
mother exalted her son’s most determined opponents. The leading 
ecclesiastics were no more disinterested in their aims than the secular 
princes. Archbishop Anno of Cologne was entering into relations with 
the leading nobles in Germany, and with the Papacy and Duke Godfrey 
in Italy, and was using his influence already in episcopal elections ; his 
nephew Burchard, who became Bishop of Halberstadt, was one of the 
principals in every Saxon revolt. The Archbishop of Mayence, Siegfried 1 , 
was a man of little resolution, whose weakness of character prevented him 
from playing the part in German history to which his office entitled him. 
The most serious rivalry to Anno came from the north, where Archbishop 
Adalbert of Bremen was establishing a dominant position, partly by 
taking the lead in missionary work in Scandinavia and among the Slavs, 
partly by the extension of his secular authority so that even nobles were 
willing to accept his overlordship in return for his powerful protection. 
His ambition, however, aroused the hostility of the Billung family, and 
was directly responsible for the first disturbances in Saxony. 

It was in Italy that imperial authority was displayed at its weakest. 
Here the death of Henry III had enabled Duke Godfrey of Lower 
Lorraine to establish an influence which the German government was 
unable to challenge. The election of his brother Frederick as Pope 
Stephen IX in 1057 was serious in itself, besides the fact that it marked 
the end of the imperial control of papal elections. The Empress-regent, 
indeed, ratified this election, as well as that of Nicholas II in 1059, but 
even her piety took alarm at the Papal Election Decree and the alliance 
with the Normans. It shews how serious the situation was when Agnes 
could feel herself hound to oppose the reform party and recognise 
Cadalus as Pope in 1061, an action which only damaged imperial prestige 
still further, since she was unable to give him any support. On the other 
hand, Duke Godfrey intervened, probably in collaboration with Anno, 
compelling the rival Popes to return to their dioceses to await the decision 
of the German government. 

But it was not the decision of Agnes that was to settle this question. 
The regency had already been taken out of her hands. Dissatisfaction 

1 He was appointed by Agues in 1060 ; as he was of high birth, he may have 
been designed to counter the ambitions of Anno. 
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with the weak government of a woman and a child had been for some 
time openly expressed, especially by those princes whose selfish ambition 
had contributed greatly to this weakness. Archbishop Anno had been 
intriguing to get control of the government, and the plot that he contrived 
was probably carried out with the connivance of Duke Godfrey. The 
plot culminated at Kaiserswerth on the Rhine in April 1062, when Anno, 
with the assistance of Duke Otto of Bavaria and Count Ekbert of 
Brunswick, beguiled the young king on board a boat, took possession of 
his person and of the royal insignia, hurried him by river to Cologne, 
and there took charge of the government in his name. Agnes made 
no attempt to recover her lost authority, and retired at once to the 
life of religion to which indeed she had dedicated herself the previous 
year. 

For two years Anno retained control, and used his authority to 
enrich his province and to advance his relatives 1 . He thought it politic, 
indeed, when the court was in Saxony in 1063, to associate Archbishop 
Adalbert in the government, and in a diploma of 27 June Adalbert is 
described as patronus , Anno as magister of the young king. This was the 
title under which he usually appears ; the way in which he performed his 
tutorship may be inferred from the charges, so constantly repeated after- 
wards, of the vicious life of Henry’s early years. Italian affairs in par- 
ticular engrossed Anno’s attention. In concert with Duke Godfrey he 
had certainly decided for Alexander II and against Cadalus, but it was 
important that the German government should formally have the decisive 
voice. At the diet of Augsburg in 1062, and finally at the synod of 
Mantua in 1064, Anno dictated a decision in favour of Alexander. But 
in this he clearly over-reached himself, and the Papacy, which was 
asserting its independence of imperial authority, did not accept the 
position that a German archbishop could have the decisive voice in 
a papal election. Both in 1068 and in 1070 Anno received a lesson at 
Rome as to who was master and who servant. And his absence at Mantua 
gave the opportunity to his rival in Germany. Anno returned to find 
himself superseded by Adalbert. 

For another two years the control rested with Adalbert, who had won 
increased fame by a victory in Hungary which temporarily restored 
Salomo. The regency, indeed, came to an end when in his fifteenth year 
the young king came of age and girded on the sword at Worms on 
29 March 1065. But the archbishop remained master, and made 
imperial policy subservient to his own ambitions. He received lavish 
grants from the royal domain in Saxony, and further impoverished the 

1 On 14 July 1063 a royal charter granted one-ninth of the royal revenues to 
the Archbishop of Cologne to be distributed among the monasteries of his province. 
On 31 August 1063 Archbishop Engelhard of Magdeburg died, and Anno’s brother 
Werner (Wezil) was appointed to succeed him; he was only second to Anno’s 
nephew Burchard in instigating revolt in Saxony. 
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crown by a bountiful distribution of royal abbeys, mainly among bishops. 
The eoming-of-age of the king was to have been followed by his imperial 
coronation at Rome, but this was prevented by Adalbert, who feared that 
Godfrey and Anno would regain influence over the king in Italy. His 
ambition brought about his sudden downfall. Anno was able to engineer 
another coup d'etat with his old associates, and to unite the leading 
bishops and nobles on his side. At the diet of Tribur, in the beginning 
of 1066, Henry was compelled to dismiss Adalbert. Though he had used 
his authority for merely selfish aims, the principality he had erected 
might have done great service to the cause of imperial unity in limiting 
the independence of the Saxons, but it collapsed with his fall. The 
Billungs, under Duke Ordulfs son Magnus, took advantage of his 
humiliation to drive him from Bremen, and the collapse of the German 
missions, which he had done so much to foster, among the Slavs and 
Scandinavians both completed the ruin of his prestige and diminished the 
sphere of imperial authority. 

From the fall of Adalbert may be dated the commencement of 
Henry IV’s personal government. Anno made a bid for power once more, 
but the murder of his nephew Conrad, whose appointment to the arch- 
bishopric of Treves he had just secured, combined with a serious illness 
to force him into the background. Henceforward he devoted himself to 
his province, using his remaining energies in the foundation of monasteries 
and the reform of monastic discipline ; rather more than a century later 
his name was enrolled among the saints of the Church. There was no one 
else ambitious or bold enough to succeed Adalbert. The lay princes could 
only be roused to take an interest in imperial affairs when their indepen- 
dence of action was threatened or when the actual safety of the kingdom 
was at stake. A dangerous illness of the king caused alarm as to the 
succession, and they united to bring about his marriage with Bertha of 
Turin, to whom he had already been betrothed for ten years. The 
imperial coronation was again contemplated, and indeed welcomed by the 
Pope who was desiring imperial assistance against the Normans, but was 
again prevented, this time by Duke Godfrey. Godfrey, alarmed at the 
prospect of a revival of imperial authority in Italy, anticipated the 
imperial expedition by himself marching against the Normans. His lack 
of success compelled the Pope to come to terms with the Normans once 
more. By Godfrey’s action the German king lost all the advantage he 
might have obtained from intervening as protector of the Papacy ; the 
attempt to interfere in the papal election had already been unsuccessful, 
and imperial prestige in Italy was thus completely ruined when Henry 
took over the reins of power. 

The regency of the kingdom, in the hands of a weak woman and of 
ambitious metropolitans, had had disastrous results for the central 
authority. Nor was there much change during the early years of Henry IV’s 
direct rule. The accounts of his enemies continually refer to the excesses 
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at any rate of his youth. The exaggeration of these accounts is evident, 
but there is probably a substratum of truth, and the chief blame most fall 
on Anno and Adalbert, if not on Agnes as well. The marriage with 
Bertha, it was hoped, would prove a steadying influence. The king, how- 
ever, was a reluctant, if not an unfaithful, husband, and visited his dislike 
of the marriage upon his wife. In 1069 he even attempted to obtain a 
divorce, but the Papacy intervened, and the papal legate, Peter Damian, 
who never minced his words, compelled the king to receive back his wife. 
This seems to have been the turning-point in the reign. From this time 
he was a constant and an affectionate husband, and from this time he 
clearly abandoned the path of pleasure and devoted himself assiduously 
to the task of government. 


The history of Germany under Henry IV and Henry V is in the main 
a record of civil war, producing confusion and disorder throughout the 
country and involving untold hardships and miseries for the lower classes. 
The king was faced with formidable opposition even before the Papacy 
joined the ranks of his foes. To realise, this, as well as to note the changes 
that resulted in Germany as a whole, it is necessary at the outset to survey 
briefly the political and social structure of Germany. Difficult too as it is 
to distinguish between the theoretical and the actual, some attempt must 
be made to do so; particularly as the theoretical derives from the past, 
and the past ideas, even in this period of change, still have their effect in 
determining the relations of the various parts of the constitution to one 
another. In the first place, the king held a unique position, obscured as 
it often was by the actual weakness of the ruler. In theory he owed his 
throne to election by the nobles, but in fact the hereditary principle was 
dominant. Henry IV always insisted on his ius hereditariuvi against the 
claims of Pope and nobles, and it was not until the death of Henry V 
that the elective idea, asserted already in 1077 and 1081 at the elections of 
the anti-kings Rudolf and Herman, won a victory over the hereditary. 
The king alone held office del gi-atia , and this was marked by the religious 
ceremony of unction and coronation. He was supreme liege lord, com- 
mander-in-chief, the source of justice, the enforcer of peace ; these 
attributes were symbolised by the royal insignia — crown, lance, sceptre, 
sword, etc. — the possession of which was so important, as was evidenced 
in the contest of Henry V with his father in 1105-6 and again in the 
events which occurred after Henry V’s death. Further, there were vested 
in him the sovereign rights 1 — lordship of towns, offices, jurisdictions, mints, 
tolls, markets, and the like — all of which were coveted for their financial 

1 All that came under the heading of regalia. These were defined by Frederick 
Barbarossa’s lawyers at Roncaglia. Of. also the definition of them in Paschal II’s 
privilege to Henry V of 12 February 1111 (MGH, Constitutiones, Vol. i, No. i)0, 
pp. 141 sq.). 
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advantages, and tliese could only lawfully be exercised after the grant of 
a charter from the king. 

Such a position carried with it potentialities towards absolutism, and 
in the case of a strong ruler like Henry III the trend was in that direction. 
But to this theoretical supremacy were attached definite limitations as 
well. The king was subject to law, not above it, and as supreme judge 
it was his duty to do justice ; the breach of this obligation, his opponents 
declared, justified rebellion against him. In great issues affecting the 
kingdom, or the person and property of a prince of the kingdom, the 
king had to act by consent, to summon a diet of the princes and in effect 
to be guided by their decision. These “princes'” — dukes, margraves, 
counts, bishops, abbots of royal abbeys — owed their status originally to 
their official position. With the office went land, and as the lay nobles 
ceased in fact to be royal officials their landed position becomes the more 
important. The period of transition is a long one, but the change 
is especially rapid during the second half of the eleventh century ; 
naturally public recognition of the change lags behind the fact. One 
result of this change from an official to a landed status was the decline 
in rank of those nobles who held their fiefs from duke or bishop and not 
directly from the king. 

Among these lay princes, the dukes held a place apart, differing from 
the counts not only in priority of rank. They had owed their position 
originally not to appointment by the king but to election by the people 
of the tribe, and this origin was still perpetuated in the claim of the 
nobles of Bavaria to be consulted in the appointment of their duke. At 
the same time the king was especially concerned to insist on the depen- 
dence of these offices upon himself; he did not even feel himself obliged 
to fill a vacancy in one of them within the year and a day that was 
customary with other offices. Franconia during this period remained in 
his hands, except that the Bishops of Wurzburg were given ducal rights 
in the eastern portion ; Swabia after Rudolf’s deposition for treason in 
1077 remained vacant for two years. On the other hand, in Saxony, 
where the duke indeed had only a limited authority, the hereditary right 
of the Billung family was not contested. 

Of the counts (grafen), the margraves (marhgrafen), important 
especially for the defence of the eastern frontiers, retained exceptional 
judicial and military privileges, and in some cases maintained their inde- 
pendence even of the dukes. The counts-palatine ( pfalzgrqfcn) too 
retained their old position. They were four in number, one for each 
of the tribes that formed the original stem-duchies — Franks, Swabians, 
Bavarians, Saxons — and they acted in theory as representatives of royal 
justice within the duchies and as the administrators of the royal domains. 
Of these the Count-Palatine of the Franks, who had his seat at Aix-la- 
Chapelle and was known now usually as Count-Palatine of Lorraine, though 
later as Count-Palatine of the Rhine, was the most important. There was 
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no duke in Franconia to usurp his authority ; he was, beneath the king, 
supreme judge, and commonly acted during the king’s absence as his 
representative. But there was, on the other hand, a great change in the 
position of the ordinary counts. There were few whose authority extended 
over the whole of a gau or pagus , as had formerly been usual; of these 
few, some, whose control extended over more than one gau, came to be 
distinguished in the twelfth century, for example the Count of Thuringia, 
by the new title of landgrave (landgraf). In most cases the county had 
been divided up, often by division among sons, into several districts each 
of them under a count, often of quite small extent. The family residence, 
soon converted into a castle, gave the count his name, and, whatever 
other dignities the counts might acquire, they never lost their connexion 
with the duchy of their origin 1 . Their political importance, therefore, 
varied in proportion to the extent of their lands, and in fact there 
was little distinction between those who had merely the title of count 
and ordinary freemen with free holdings. 

The increasing importance of landed-proprietorship in the status of 
nobles had its effect in tending to depress the majority of ordinary free- 
men to a half-free status. In the country districts there was little real 
distinction between the half-freeman and the freeman who held from 
a noble in return for services in work and kind, and who had lost the right 
of bearing arms. On the other hand, the rise of the class of ministeriales, 
especially when they held land by military tenure, forming as they did an 
essential element in the domain of every lord, lay and ecclesiastical, gave 
an opening to freemen by joining this class to increase their opportunities 
at the expense of a lowering of status. It was a particular feature of the 
period. Conrad II had especially encouraged the formation of this class 
of royal servant, and on it his successors continued to rely. 

As in the countryside, so in the towns there was a tendency to 
obliterate the distinction between the free and half-free classes, though 
in the towns this took the form of a levelling-up rather than a levelling- 
down. The “ free air” of the towns, the encouragement to settlers, the 
development of trade especially in the Rhine district, as well as the pro- 
tection of the town walls, caused a considerable increase in their 
population ; they acquired both constitutional and economic importance. 
Some towns were royal towns, but all were under a lord, usually a bishop, 
and it was to the bishops that the trading element in the town owed its 
first privileges. It was to the bishop’s interest to obtain for his town from 
the king special rights such as the holding of a market and exemption 
from tolls in royal towns, and all charters to towns till the latter part of 
the eleventh century are granted through the bishops. The first sign of 
a change is in the charter of Henry IV to Worms in 1074*. The privileges 

1 The original home of the Welfs was Altdorf in Swabia. So it was to a diet of 
Swabian nobles that Henry the Lion, Duke of Bavaria and Saxony, was first sum- 
moned to answer the charges against him. 
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granted are of the usual nature— exemption from toll in certain (in this 
case, specified) royal towns. But for the fh\st time the charter is given 
not to the bishop but to the townsmen, and they are described, for the 
first time, not as “ negotiators ,1 or K mercatores 11 but as “ cives. 11 The 
circumstances attending the grant of this charter 1 2 , including the welcome 
to the king, the well-equipped military support given to him, the pay- 
ment by the community of a financial aid, the reception and preservation 
of the charter, all imply a town-organisation of a more advanced nature 
than previous charters would have led us to expect. The Jews played an 
important part in these early trading communities, and they are specially 
mentioned in the charter to Worms ; so too the Bishop of Spires in 1086 
for the advantage of his town was careful, as he states, to plant a colony 
of Jews and to give them special privileges, which were confirmed by the 
king in 1090 s . If Worms was the first town which gives evidence of an 
organisation independent of its bishop, it was soon followed by others 
where the bishop as at Worms was hostile to the king. The rising of the 
people at Cologne against Archbishop Anno in 1071, the expulsion of 
Archbishop Siegfried and the anti-king Rudolf from Mayence in 1077, 
the expulsion of Bishop Adalbert from Wurzburg the same year and the 
defence of the city against Rudolf, and, above all, the devotion of the 
Rhine towns to Henry IV during his last years, shew clearly a wide 
extension of this movement 3 . 

The townsmen, then, were coming into more direct relations with the 
king. As far as the nobles were concerned, the change is rather in the 
contrary direction. The duty of fidelity to the head of the State was still 
a general conception ; even ecclesiastics who scrupled to take an oath of 
liege-fealty to the king did not disavow this obligation. The oath of 
fealty was not taken by the people as a whole, but only by the princes of 
the kingdom, whether to the king or to his representative, and they took 
the oath in virtue of their official capacity and as representing the whole 
community 4 . It mattered not whether they held fiefs from the king 
or from another noble ; it was not the fief but the office, through which 
the royal authority had been, and in theory still was, asserted, that 
created the responsibility on behalf of the people within their spheres of 
control. So the relation of the king with the nobles was not yet strictly 

1 See H. Wibel, Die iiliesten dsatschen Stadtprivilegien ( Archiv fur Urkunden- 
forschung, 1918, Vol. vi, pp. 234 sqq.). 

2 Altmamx and Bemheim, AusgewaMte Urkunden zur Erlduterung dor Verfass- 
ungsgeschichte Deutsehlanda, pp. 158 sqq. 

3 In Flanders, Cambrai set the example by founding a commune in 1077- Here 
the movement was also directed against the bishop, but in this case it was, as at 
Milan, allied with the Church reform movement. See Pirenue, Uidoire de Belgique, 
Vol. x, pp. 192 sq. In Germany proper the movement was definitely royalist in 
character. 

4 Of. Waltz, Deutsche Verfassungsgeschichte, Vol. vi (ed. Seeliger), pp. 487 sqq.; 
G. von Below, De.r deutsche Staat des Mittelalters , Vol. x, pp. 232 sqq. 
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a feudal relation. It was not to become so until the end of the twelfth 
century, when the status of prince was confined to those nobles who held 
directly from the king, ’Th&feiidum was not yet the all-important thing, 
at any rate in theory and law. There were many fiefs without military 
service, some without service at all ; there were vassals too without fiefs. 
But these became, more and more, exceptional cases, and rapidly the 
change from the official to the feudal status was being accomplished 
in practice. Always the grant of a fief had accompanied the bestowal of 
an office ; and, as the fiefs had become hereditary, so too had the offices. 
In the majority of cases, offices and fiefs had become identified, and the 
official origin was preserved in little more than the title 1 . 

In fact, the great nobles were no longer royal officials but territorial 
magnates with alods and fiefs to which their children (sons if possible, 
but failing them daughters) succeeded, and their aim was to loosen the 
tie which bound them to the sovereign and to create an independent 
position for themselves. Two circumstances combined to assist them in 
this ambition-— the rise of the class of ministeriales and the continual 
civil war. The military fief became the normal type, and every important 
noble had his band of armed and mounted retainers. He soon had his 
castle, or castles, as well, built in defiance of the king; for castle-building 
was a sovereign right, which only the stress of civil war enabled the noble 
to usurp. Medieval society was based especially on custom and precedent. 
If the central authority was weak, the nobles began at once to encroach ; 
usurpations were in a few years translated into rights, and it was difficult, 
if not impossible, for the king to recover what had been lost. Moreover, 
while the counts had ceased to be royal officers, the system of maintain- 
ing the royal control by missi had long disappeared. This made a fixed 
seat of government impossible. The king himself had to progress cease- 
lessly throughout his dominions to enforce his will on the local magnates. 
There was no system of itinerant justices, and, except in the royal 
domains, no official class to relieve the direct burden of the central 
government. So there was no permanent machinery which could function 
normally ; everything depended on the personality of the ruler. 

But, from the point of view of the king there were compensations. 
Each noble played for his own hand, and there was rarely any unity of 
purpose among them. It was from the dukes that the king had most to 
fear, and with regard to them he started with many advantages. They 
had no claim to divine appointment, no royal majesty or insignia, no 
sovereign rights but such as he had granted. The nobles in each duchy 
held office in theory from the king, to whom, and not to the duke, they 

1 This is true even of the counts-palatine, with the exception of the Count- 
Palatine of the Rhine who still retained much of his old official position ; for instance, 
when Henry IV went to Italy in 1090, the Count- Palatine of the Rhine was appointed 
co-regent of the German kingdom with Duke Frederick of Swabia. So too when 
Henry V went to Italy in 1116. 
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had sworn liege-fealty 1 , and they were far more jealous of the assertion 
of the ducal, than of the royal, authority over them. Moreover the duke 
by virtue of his office acquired little, if any, domain in his duchy 2 . Where 
his family possessions lay, there alone, in most cases, was he really power- 
ful. Agnes in her appointments had at any rate shewn herself wise 
in this, that she had appointed as dukes nobles whose hereditary lands 
lay outside the duchies to which they were appointed. Berthold of Zah- 
ringen, the most powerful noble in Swabia, was a nonentity as Duke in 
Carinthia ; Otto of Nordheim, one of the leading nobles in Saxony, could 
not maintain himself in his duchy of Bavaria when he revolted in 1070. 

In other words, the noble depended on his domain, and this is equally 
true of the king. There was no direct taxation 3 as in England, and the 
king had in a very real sense to live of his own. The royal domain 4 5 was 
scattered throughout the kingdom ; in each duchy there were royal 
estates and royal palaces, though the largest and richest portion lay in 
eastern Saxony, stretching from Goslar to Merseburg, the inheritance of 
the Saxon kings. In the first place, it supplied the needs of the royal 
household, and this, as well as the maintenance of royal authority, made 
necessary the continual journey ings of the king and his court. The 
domain, too, provided a means whereby the king could make grants of 
lands whether in reward for faithful service or, more usually, in donations 
to bishoprics and abbeys. And, finally, in these manors, as also in the 
manors of nobles and ecclesiastics, there emerged out of the mass of half- 
free tenants a class of men who played an important and peculiar role in 
Germany. These royal mmisteriales were employed by the king in adminis- 
trative posts, as well as in the management of his estates; they were 
armed and mounted, and provided an important part of the king’s army. 
On them he began to rely, therefore, to counteract the growing indepen- 
dence of the greater nobles, both in his Council and on military expeditions. 
In return, they were granted fiefs, and rose often to knightly rank 15 , 

1 A duke or other noble might obtain an oath of fealty from his vassals, hut 
there should, by right, be in it a saving clause, preserving the superior fealty due 
to the Icing. 

2 Of. Waitz, op. cit. Vol. vn, pp, 138 sq. 

3 Unless the bede comes under this category. But all nobiles were exempt from 
this, and other exemptions had been granted by charter. 

4 Cf. M. Stimming, Das deuisehe Konigsgut im 1 1 und 1 2 Jahrhundert ; B. Heuainger, 
Servitium regis in der deutschen Kaiserseit (Archiv fur Urkundenforsckung, Vol. vm, 
pp. 26-159). Between the royal and the private domain of the king as a rule little 
distinction was made. But the issue sometimes arose, notably on the question of the 
inheritance of the Hohenstaufen from Henry V ; see infra, p. 336. 

5 Eventually this had its result in the rise of a number of new noble families to 
take the place in German history of older ones that had become extinct. One leading 
cause for the disappearance of old noble families— the ecclesiastical career (with its 
enforced celibacy) which in the abbeys especially had been almost a prerogative of the 
nobility— is very clearly demonstrated by A. Schulte, Der Adel und die deutsche Kirche 
im Mittelalter (KirchenrechtUche Abhandlungen, ed. U. Stutz, lxiii, lxiv). 
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sometimes even to episcopal. The same process was occurring in the 
domains of the nobles. The ecclesiastical nobles had probably set the 
example 1 , which was followed by the secular nobility and by the king. 
As it provided him with the possibility of making himself self-sufficient and 
so independent of princely support, it provided them too with a means of 
furthering their independence of him. 

The royal domain, then, plays a central part in the policy of the 
Salian kings, as it was to do with the Capetians in France. During the 
regency it had been grievously depleted. But there were many ways 
in which it could be increased and in which gaps could he made good — - 
by inheritance, by exchange, by conquest, by escheat. There were also 
other sources of royal revenue, notably the sovereign rights, of justice 
and the like, which were assumed by the king wherever he might happen 
to be and which were frequently lucrative. From the towns too, as well 
as from the domain, he could levy contributions 2 , and, as has been indicated 
above, could look to them for valuable support especially in time of war. 
The loyalty and devotion of the Rhine towns is most marked, particularly 
when the episcopal lord of the town was disloyal. But only in a few cases 
was the bishop himself among the king’s enemies, and so a direct alliance 
with the townsmen, which might have been as useful to the German 
monarchy as it was to the French, occurred only in isolated cases. It was 
not to the king’s interest to make the bishops antagonistic. 

For the alliance with the episcopate had, from the time of Otto I, 
been a cardinal factor in the policy of the king of Germany. The political 
importance of the ecclesiastical nobles was evident: on them, as well as on 
ministeriales and lesser nobles, the king relied both for his Council and 
government 3 and for his military expeditions. They could never make 
their offices and fiefs hereditary, and they could be depended upon as 
a counterpoise to the dangerous power of the dukes ; while in the con- 
tinual civil wars of this period the summons to the host was not of much 
avail, nor could it be made effective without the consent of the nobles. 
But they were equally valuable to the king from the economic point of 
view. In the first place, the royal abbeys made annual payments in kind, 
which began to be converted into money payments or at any rate to 

1 Compare with this the prominent part played by ecclesiastics in the drift 
towards feudalism in Saxon England (supra, Vol. in, pp. 375-7). The great differ- 
ence is that in Germany it was an unfree class to whom these military fiefs were 
granted. 

2 The tax known as “bede” ( petitio , precaria ) — originally, as its name shews, a 
voluntary contribution. On the nature of this tax see G. von Below, op . tit. 
pp. 85 sqq., and generally for the taxation of towns, K. Zeumer, Die deutsche 
Stddtesteuern (Staats- und sociahoissensckaflliche Forschungen, ed. G. Seism oiler, 
Vol. x. No. 2). 

3 The lay nobles would take part only if they happened to be present, or if they 
were summoned to diets on important issues of state or to judge one of their 
number. The great offices of the household were held by dukes, but had become 
merely titular and ceremonial. 
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be reckoned on a monetary basis early in the twelfth century ; from these 
abbeys, too, when he visited them, he could claim hospitality. There 
is no evidence that the episcopal services included fixed payments in kind, 
but the obligation seems to have been imposed upon the bishops of main- 
taining the king and his retinue during the king’s stay in their towns, 
whether or no these contained a royal palace. It is at any rate noticeable 
how prominently they figure in the itineraries of the Salian kings 1 . And 
on the death of a bishop the king exercised his rights of regalia and took 
possession of the revenues of the see during the vacancy, and sometimes 
of spolia as well, seizing the personal effects of the dead bishop. These 
great ecclesiastical offices were regarded by the king as very distinctly 
part of his personal possessions 2 . His lavish grants to them of territory 
were therefore not lost to the Crown, and the ecclesiastical as distinct from 
the lay nobles remained essentially royal officials. Royal control of 
appointments to bishoprics and abbeys was a reality and at the same 
time a necessity ; and the royal chapel, which was a natural centre for the 
training of ecclesiastics, was also a stepping-stone to advancement. From 
among the royal chaplains, trained under the king’s eye and experienced 
often in the work of his chancery, appointments were commonly made to 
vacant bishoprics. 

This was bound to lead sooner or later to conflict with the reformed 
Papacy, though the conflict might have been delayed and would certainly 
have been less fatal in result had not this control of the German king in 
ecclesiastical matters been extended to Italy and to the Papacy itself. To 
the crown of Germany were attached the crowns of Burgundy and Italy, 
and finally the imperial crown as well. These additional dignities brought 
little real advantage to the German king. In Burgundy, the royal 
authority was slight and rarely asserted ; it was, however, of some impor- 
tance to the Emperor that his suzerainty and not that of the French king 
should be recognised. In Italy, the royal domain and episcopal support 
were sometimes of definite advantage, but usually the interest of the king 
in his Italian kingdom prejudiced his position in Germany. And the 
imperial title was a similar handicap 3 . It magnified the importance of his 
office and gave him increased prestige, but it added enormously to his 
responsibilities and prevented him from concentrating on his real interests. 
The imperial title added nothing to the royal authority in Germany. In 
a sense it added nothing in Italy either. The title “ rex Romanorum ” 
was used before imperial coronation occasionally by Henry IV, frequently 

1 B. Heusinger, op. cit. Cf. especially, p. 70, “Fur das 11 Jahrhundcrt ergibt 
sich also, class das deutsclie Konigtum in starkstem Masse, vielleicht uberwiegend 
auf den bischoflichen Servitien ruhte.” 

2 Cf. U. Stutz, Die Eigenkirche ak Element des mittelalterlich-germanischen 
KirchenreeMes , pp. 32 sqq. 

3 See, for a discussion of this question, and a consideration of opposing views on 
the revival of the Empire by Otto I, G. von Below, op. cit. pp. 3.53-3G9. 
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by Henry V, and as Emperor-designate the king acted with full imperial 
authority in Italy and with regard to the Pope. But the imperial crown 
was the right of the German king, to his mind an essential right, and it 
was by virtue of this right that he claimed the control from which 
the Papacy was now beginning to free itself, with results fatal to the 
monarchy in Germany. 


The task that Henry IV set before himself was to undo the damage 
that had been wrought during his minority and to restore imperial 
authority both in Germany and Italy ; he was determined to be master 
as his father had been at the height of his power. In Germany, he had 
first of all to build up the royal domain, to force the nobles to a direct 
subordination to his will, and to break down the independence of Saxony. 
In Italy, where imperial authority was practically ignored, there were the 
special problems of Tuscany 1 , the Normans, and above all the Papacy. 
But, determined as he was to revive the authority over the Papacy that 
his father had exercised from 1046 until his death, the question of Ger- 
many had to come first, and so for a time he was willing to make 
concessions. Control of the Church in Germany and Italy was so essential 
to him that he could not be in sympathy with the reform policy of the 
Papacy. This was now beginning to be directed not only against the 
simony and secularisation that resulted from lay control but against the 
lay control itself ; and it was a definite feature of that policy to demand 
from the higher clergy an obedience to papal authority which could not 
fail to be prejudicial to the royal interests. But at present the king was 
anxious to keep on good terms with the Pope ; as he was obedient to his 
orders on the divorce question in 1069, so in 1070 he allowed Charles, 
whom he had invested as Bishop of Constance, to be deposed for simony, 
and in 1072 Abbot Robert of Reichenau to suffer the same penalty 2 . The 
Papacy was given no indication of his real intentions. 

His compliant attitude to the Papacy on this question was in accor- 
dance with his general policy. He worked patiently for his ends, and 
strove to do the task first that lay within his power, careful to separate 
his adversaries and to placate one while he was overcoming the other. 
Adversity always displayed him at his best. Again and again he revived 
his fortunes, shewing a speedy recognition and making a wise use of the 

1 The death of Duke Godfrey in 1069 removed one great obstacle from Henry’s 
path. His son Godfrey (Gibbosus) succeeded to the duchy of Lower Lorraine and 
was already the husband of Countess Matilda. But he quarrelled with his wife and 
confined his interests to his German duchy, where he remained loyal to Henry. 

2 In these cases, as also in the case of Bishop Herman of Bamberg in 1075, 
when his attitude to the Pope was dictated by the same motives, he protested his 
own innocence of simony in the appointments. There is no evidence against him. 
Probably the offenders had paid money to court-favourites, whose influence had 
secured the appointments. 
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possibilities at his disposal, dividing his enemies by concessions and by 
stimulating causes of ill-feeling between them, biding his time patiently 
till his opportunity came. Nor was he prevented from following out his 
plan by considerations of personal humiliation. Not only at Canossa but 
also in 1078 a personal humiliation was his surest road to success, and he 
took it. He was not the typically direct and brutal knight of the Middle 
Ages, and he was not usually successful in battle; he generally avoided a 
pitched battle, in contrast to his rival Rudolf, to whom he really owed 
his one great victory in the field — over the Saxons in 1075. He recog- 
nised his limitations. His armies were rarely as well-equipped as those of 
his opponents : they were often composed of ministeriales , royal and 
episcopal, and of levies from the towns, which were not a match for the 
Saxon knights; also he had more to lose than they had by staking all on 
the result of a battle. In an unstatesmanlike generation he shewed many 
statesmanly qualities, which was the more remarkable in that he had 
received so little training in the duties of his office. His enemies, when 
they comment with horror on his guile and cunning, are really testifying 
to these qualities; for it was natural that they should give an evil name 
to the ability which so often overcame their perfidy and disloyalty. 

But, as his greatness is best seen in adversity, so in the moment of 
victory were the weaknesses of his character revealed. He allowed himself 
to be overcome by the arrogance of success both in 107& and 1075. 
Having decisively defeated his Saxon enemies, he made a vindictive use 
of his victory, when clemency was the right policy; by his arbitrary 
actions he alienated the other nobles whose assistance had ensured his 
success, and they formed a coalition against him to anticipate his too 
clearly revealed intentions against themselves. His victory gave him so 
false a sense of security that on both occasions he chose the moment to 
throw down the challenge to the Pope, entirely miscalculating both the 
reality of his position in Germany and the strength of his new adversary. 
He profited by his lesson later, but never again did he have the same 
opportunity. He certainly shewed a clear sense of the strength of the 
papal position in the years 1077-1080, and also of the means by which this 
strength could be discounted. On the whole he was a good judge of the 
men with whom he had to deal. It may appear short-sighted in him to 
pardon so readily a man like Otto of Nordheim and to advance him to a 
position of trust in 1075; but he was faced with treachery on every side 
and he had to attempt to bind men to his cause by their interests. At 
any rate he was successful with Otto’s sons, and also even in detaching 
Duke Magnus himself from the party of Rudolf. The only occasions 
when he was really overwhelmed were when the treachery came from his 
own sons, and there is no more moving document in this period than his 
letter to King Philip of France, in which he relates the calculated perfidy 
and perjury of his son Henry V. For he was naturally of an affectionate and 
sympathetic disposition, a devoted father and a kind master, especially to 
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the non-noble classes throughout his dominions. Even if we discount the 
glowing panegyric of the author of the Vita Hehirici I V, we cannot ignore 
the passionate devotion of the people of Liege, who, scorning the wrath 
of all the powers of Church and kingdom, refused to dissemble their grief 
or to refrain from the last tokens of respect over the body of their beloved 
master. That tribute was repeated again at Spires; and, though for five 
years his body was denied the rites of Christian burial, few kings have 
had so genuine a mourning. 

The reconciliation of Henry with his wife in 1069 marked a definite 
stage in his career. From this time he devoted himself wholeheartedly 
to affairs of state, and his policy at once began to take shape. The par- 
ticularist tendencies of the German princes in general had to be overcome, 
but the extreme form which particularism took was to be found in Saxony. 
Saxony, ever since it had ceased to supply the king to Germany, had 
held itself aloof and independent. In various ways was its distinctive 
character marked. It held proudly to its own more primitive customs, 
which it had translated into rights, and the maintenance of which had 
been guaranteed to it by Conrad II and Henry III; especially was the 
royal system of justice, with inquest and oath- takers, foreign to Saxon 
custom 1 , which stood as a permanent bar to unity of government. These 
customary rights formed a link between the classes in Saxony, giving it 
a homogeneity lacking in the other duchies. Allodial lands were more ex- 
tensive here than elsewhere, and the nobles accordingly more independent. 
Among them the duke took the leading place, but only in precedence. 
Margraves and counts did not recognise his authority over them; on the 
other hand, the ducal office was hereditary in the Billung family, and so 
it was not at the free disposal of the king. Finally, beneath the nobles, 
the proportion of free men was exceptionally high; they were trained to 
arms, and, though they usually fought on foot, were formidable soldiers 
in an age when cavalry was regarded as the decisive arm. It was a bold 
policy for a young king to attempt, at the beginning of his reign, to 
grasp the Saxon nettle. It was essential that he should obtain assistance 
from the other duchies, and this he might expect. The Saxons looked 
with contempt on the other German peoples, who in their turn were 
jealous of the Saxons and irritated by their aloofness. The ill-feeling 
between the two was always a factor on which he could count. 

But the determination of Henry IV to attack the problem of Saxony 
had a further and more immediate cause. The effects of his minority had 
not merely been to give the opportunity to particularism, here as else- 
where. It had been disastrous also to the royal domain, that essential 
basis of royal power, which had suffered from neglect or deliberate 
squandering at the hands of the unscrupulous archbishops who had con- 
trolled the government for their own advantage. The first task of the 

1 K. Hampe, Deutsche Kaiser geschichte im Zeitalter der Salier und Staufen, p. 40. 
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young king was to concentrate on the domain, to fill up gaps and make 
compact areas where possible, to take effective measures to recover services 
that had been lost, and finally to protect it against further usurpation. 
It was natural that his attention should first be directed to eastern Saxony 
and Thuringia, where lay by far the richest portion of the domain 1 , and 
which afforded the best opportunity for creating a compact royal territory. 
It was here, moreover, that the domain had suffered most; it had not 
only been wasted by grants, but also services had been withheld 2 , minis- 
teriales had usurped their freedom 3 , and probably neighbouring lords had 
made encroachments. One of Henry’s first measures was the building of 
castles on an extensive scale in this region, designed primarily for the 
recovery and maintenance of the domain and the services attached to it 4 , 
and having at the same time the strategic advantage of being situated so 
as to divide the duchy and in case of revolt to prevent a coalition of 
Saxon princes. This was a menace to the independent spirit off the Saxons, 
and he irritated them still more by appointing royal ministeriales from 
South Germany 5 as officials in the domain-lands and as garrisons in the 
castles. There were clearly grievances on both sides, which only made the 
subsequent contest the more bitter. The Saxons had infringed royal 
rights by neglect and usurpation. The South German ministeriales in 
their turn shewed little respect for Saxon customs, and acted in an op- 
pressive manner in making requisitions and forcing labour. And probably 
the Saxons were right in their suspicion that the king would take every 

1 This is evident from the Indiculus curiarum ad tnensam regis Bomanorum perti- 
nentium (best text in Neu. Arch. Vol. xli, pp. 572-4). A comprehensive survey of 
this lias been made by B. Heusinger, Servitium regis (Archiv fur Urhundenforschung, 
Vol. vm, pp. 26-159), M. Stimraing, Das deutsche Konigsgut , pp. 86 sqq., has elabo- 
rated the central importance of the domain on Henry’s policy in Saxony and on the 
subsequent Saxon revolt. J. Haller, Das Versseichnis dev Tqfelg liter des romischen 
Konigs (Neu. Arch. Vol. xnv, pp. 48-81), rejects the accepted date (1065) of the Indi- 
culm and dates it 1185. His arguments seem to me to be untenable, and to raise 
more difficulties than they solve. I am convinced that it was drawn up at any rate 
for one of the last two Salian kings, and that it is a rough draft prepared at a time 
when an imperial coronation was anticipated. Anyhow, the statement in the text 
is not really affected by the date of the Indiculus. 

2 Lam pert of Hersfeld, sub 1066, ed. Holder-Egger, SOUS, p. 100. 

3 Bruno, c. 16, ed. Wattenbach, SGUS, p. 11. Cf. Stimming, op. ML p. 93. 

4 Cf. Stimming (op. ciC pp. 98 sqq.), who supports the view that the policy was 
originated by Archbishop Adalbert of Bremen. He also points out the contiguity 
of the chief leaders of the Saxon revolt, bishops as well as lay nobles, to the royal 
domain. 

5 The Saxons especially complained of the low-boni “Swabians” employed by 
the king on official and garrison duty in their duchy. The term Swabian in their 
mouth seems to be a generic term for the rest of Germany (or, at any rate, for 
Franconia and Swabia), just as in southern Europe we find Alemannia used for 
Germany (cf. Gregorii VII Beg. in, 15), a use which lias been continued to the 
present day in France. There cannot have been many royal ministeriales in the 
duchy of Swabia. 
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opportunity of increasing the royal domain at their expense, and that he 
was anxious to suppress their customary rights which stood in the way of 
the centralising policy of the monarchy. 

It is significant in this connexion, firstly, that the two nobles men- 
tioned as Anno’s colleagues in his coups d'etat at Kaiserswerth in 1062 
and at Tribur in 1066 were Otto of Nordheim and Ekbert of Brunswick, 
whose allodial territories were adjacent to the main portion of the royal 
domain and were so extensive as to make them, next to the duke, the 
most powerful nobles in Saxony. Otto was already Duke of Bavaria, and 
in 1067 Ekbert was appointed Margrave of Meissen; on his death in 
1068 his son Ekbert II succeeded to the margravate as well as to Bruns- 
wick. Similarly adjacent, and equally concerned in the great revolt of 
1073, were Anno’s two relatives, Archbishop Werner of Magdeburg and 
Bishop Burchard of Halberstadt. In the second place, the actual outbreak 
of civil war, which was to be henceforth almost continuous, had its origin 
in the downfall of Duke Otto in 1070. Probably Henry rather seized 
than created the opportunity. Otto’s military skill had been of consider- 
able assistance to him on more than one occasion, and there is no actual 
evidence either to justify the charge of treachery brought against Otto 
or to convict Henry of a deliberate intention to ruin the duke. A diet 
at Mayence left the decision to the test of battle between Otto and his 
low-born accuser. Otto refused to submit to the indignity of such a 
contest, and was accordingly condemned in his absence by a diet of Saxon 1 
nobles at Goslar and deprived of his possessions in Saxony. His duchy 
was forfeited and, at the special instance of Duke Rudolf of Swabia, was 
given by Henry to Welf, the first of the new line of that name 2 . The 
fall of Otto was not viewed with alarm in Upper Germany; the replace- 
ment of a Saxon by a Swabian noble was rather a cause for congratulation. 
The ill-feeling of the rest of Germany towards Saxony was very pronounced, 
and only identity of interest against the king could lead to common 
action. 

In Saxony, however, where Otto immediately took refuge, he obtained 
the powerful support of Magnus, son and heir of Duke Ordulf. This 
brought the king into direct conflict with the Billung family. The rebels 
were not able to resist for long — revolt was not yet organised — and they 
had to submit unconditionally to the king in 1071. Otto, after a year’s 
detention, was released, and was allowed to retain his hereditary 
possessions in Saxony; Magnus was kept in close confinement at the 
castle of Harzburg. In this can be seen the influence of Archbishop 

1 As lie was of Saxon origin, his case, in accordance with constitutional practice, 
had to be decided by Saxons. 

2 The male line had died out with Welf III, whose sister Cunr/a (Cunegunda) 
had married Marquess Azzo of Este. Their son Welf IV, who had become Duke of 
Bavaria, had acquired his uncle’s estates in Germany, which lay in Swabia and on 
the borders of Bavaria. 
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Adalbert, who in the last year of his life entered into public affairs again 
to revenge himself for the humiliations he had suffered from the Billungs 
in 1066. He brought about a meeting with King Svein of Denmark, and 
a regular coalition was concerted against the Billungs. The king’s 
interests were all in the same direction. Magnus, by his marriage with 
the sister of Geza, cousin and rival of Henry’s brother-in-law Salomo, had 
allied himself with the anti-imperial party in Hungary. Moreover, when 
Duke Ordulf died in 1072, Magnus was recognised as duke throughout 
Saxony. Henry did not deny Magnus’ right of succession, but it was the 
more necessary to him to retain so important a hostage. The king’s 
policy in Saxony could now be definitely advanced in both directions. 
The building of the castles was continued and extended, and the king 
took possession of Liineburg, the chief town of the Billungs, and placed 
in its castle a garrison of seventy men under Count Eberhard of Nellen- 
burg. 

The victory had been an easy one: too easy, because it deluded him 
as to the strength of the forces he had to counteract. Saxony was 
thoroughly alarmed, and in the mood for a more serious revolt than the 
previous one; with Magnus in his hands, Henry perhaps discounted this 
danger. But the other German princes were alarmed too. Henry had 
shewn his hand too plainly, and it was a fatal misjudgment that led him 
to rely on their further concurrence against the Saxons. To him, however, 
it seemed that he had recovered his position in Germany, and that the 
necessity to humour the Pope no longer existed. It can hardly be due to 
chance that at this very time he threw down a deliberate challenge to the 
Pope, to whose injunctions he had previously so meekly submitted, over 
the archbishopric of Milan. Just before his death, at the Lenten synod of 
1076, Alexander II replied by excommunicating the counsellors of the 
king. Henry did not refrain from communion with them, and so, when 
Alexander died and Gregory VII became Pope, there was a breach 
between the German king and the Roman Church. 

In spite of his commitments in Saxony and Italy, Henry chose the 
occasion for an emphatic assertion of imperial majesty in another quarter. 
In 1071 the Dukes of Poland and Bohemia had been summoned to appear 
before the king at Meissen, and had received the royal command to keep 
the peace. This was significant of the recovery that Henry had already 
effected, and, when the Duke of Poland disobeyed the injunction in 1073, 
it was necessary to take immediate measures to punish him. The king 
accordingly summoned an expedition against Poland to assemble on 
22 August, and came to Goslar himself, probably to ensure obedience to 
the summons. The expedition was not destined to take place. U rider 
cover of the assembling of troops for the Polish campaign, a formidable 
conspiracy was organised in eastern Saxony. The bishops, led by Werner 
of Magdeburg and Burchard of Halberstadt, played a leading part. All 
the chief nobles were concerned in it, especially Margrave Ekbert of 
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Meissen and the Margraves of the North and East Marks. Count Otto of 
Nordheim was soon induced to join. Count Herman, uncle of Magnus 
and so the acting-head of the Billung family, needed no inducement. 
Moreover, the Thuringians, equally affected by the building of the 
castles, with customary rights of their own to defend, and having a 
private grievance arising out of the claims of the Archbishop of Mayence 
to the payment of tithes 1 , soon threw in their lot with the Saxons. Their 
plans were concerted to anticipate the date for the expedition, and so to 
take Henry by surprise before the troops from the rest of Germany were 
assembled. 

The plot was successful. Taken completely by surprise, the king sought 
refuge in his castle at Harzburg, but the sudden appearance of a large 
Saxon army made his further stay there impossible. On the night of 
9-10 August he made his escape with a few followers, and after four days 
of hardship and peril arrived at the monastery of Hersfeld. Count 
Herman had recaptured Liineburg and taken captive the royal 
garrison; to effect their release the king on 15 August had to consent to 
the surrender of Magnus ; the castles were now closely besieged, and his 
hold on Saxony was lost. But the day appointed for the Polish expedition 
(22 August) was close at hand. The army was assembling, and he 
determined to use it against the Saxons. He summoned the princes to 
meet him at the village of Kappel near Hersfeld, to obtain their consent 
to this change of plan. And now the fundamental insecurity of his 
position was to be revealed to him. The princes debated, and finally 
decided to postpone the expedition to October. They were determined to 
make it clear that on their will was the king dependent, and the royal 
authority suffered a blow more serious than defeat in battle. Henry had 
to submit, and he retired to the Rhine district, conscious that the 
initiative had passed from his hands. There he came to a wise decision. 
Germany must for the time engage his whole attention; the challenge to 
the Papacy must be postponed to a more favourable opportunity. Pie 
wrote, accordingly, to the Pope a humble letter acknowledging his faults 
and asking for absolution. The Pope, as anxious as Plenry for peace, 
welcomed this apparent repentance, and the breach was healed. This left 
the king free to concentrate on Germany. Enlightened at last as to the 
true state of affairs, he shewed remarkable judgment in appreciating the 
factors that could be turned to his advantage, and great patience and skill 
in so making use of them that he was able gradually to build up again 
the shaken edifice of royal power. 

He had, first of all, to endure further humiliation. The princes met 
in October for the deferred expedition, but having obtained the upper 
hand they were determined to maintain it; in place of an expedition they 

1 A synod at Erfurt at the beginning of 1073 had just decided this question in 
the archbishop’s favour. 
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instituted negotiations on their own account with the Saxons. Henry had 
no choice but to acquiesce; he was sovereign in name only. But at this 
crisis he found assistance in a new quarter. Coming to Worms, whose 
bishop, Adalbert, was his constant foe for more than thirty years, he 
met with an enthusiastic reception from the citizens, who expelled their 
bishop on news of the king’s approach. In return he granted them, on 
18 January 1074, the first charter given directly to the citizens of a 
town 1 , and in the preamble he expressed his gratitude for the loyalty which 
set so striking an example amid the disloyalty of all the magnates of the 
kingdom. The action of Worms was contagious, and from this time he 
was able to rely on the support of the Rhine towns, whatever the attitude 
of the bishops. The serious rising of the trading classes at Cologne in 
1074, on the occasion of the Easter fair, against Archbishop Anno, was 
probably inspired by the example of Worms 2 . The towns indeed had 
everything to gain from royal favour. A strong central authority, able to 
enforce peace and order throughout the kingdom, was a necessity if trade 
was to flourish and expand, and from the king alone could the privileges 
dear to the trading classes be obtained. 

The king’s circumstances were immediately improved, and he was 
able, in spite of the aloofness of the leading nobles, to raise an army and 
march north again ; he was accompanied by a number of bishops, who in 
view of the independent action of the towns found it to their interest to 
render material support to the king once more. But he was not yet 
strong enough to meet the Saxons in the field, and was forced to come to 
terms with them, which were confirmed in an assembly at Gerstungen on 
2 February 1074. The castles built by both sides during his reign were 
to be destroyed, a general amnesty was to be proclaimed, and the Saxons 
returned to his allegiance on condition that in matters concerning their 
duchy the king should be advised by Saxons only. He had to pardon the 
rebels, but the peace was a sign of recovered authority. The South 
German dukes had no part in it, and did not readily forgive the Saxons 3 
for thus depriving them of their control of the king’s actions. Henry by 
this peace divided his enemies in Germany. 

The peace had an immediate result in the changed attitude of the 
dukes, who were reconciled with Henry just after Easter, at the same 
time that he made his formal reconciliation with the Pope. In the mean- 
time, an outrage had occurred which he was able to turn to his own 
advantage. In accordance with the peace terms at Gerstungen, the forti- 
fications of Harzburg had been destroyed; but the' church and other 
ecclesiastical buildings remained intact. The local peasantry, indignant 

1 See supra, pp. 119-120. 

2 Lamport of Hersfeld, ed. Holder-Egger, SGUS, p. 187. In this case, as with 
Adalbert at Worms, the loyalty of Anno was certainly suspect. It was his friends 
and relatives who were primarily responsible for the Saxon revolt. 

3 Bruno, ec. 31 and 44, ed. Wattenbach, SGUS, pp. 20, 29. 
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that a stone of this obnoxious place should be left standing, took the law 
into their own hands and violently demolished the sacred buildings, even 
in their passion going so far as to scatter to the winds the bones of Henry’s 
son and brother who had died there in infancy. The Saxon nobles 
protested that the crime was the work of a few ignorant peasants (though 
indeed they took no steps to punish them), but Henry was determined to 
fasten the guilt of it on the whole people, and proclaimed far and wide 
that the Saxons had broken the peace. He was able to use this argument 
with effect upon the South German princes, who were already irritated 
against the Saxons on their own account. Before the year was out he had 
succeeded in obtaining their agreement to an expedition against the 
Saxons in the following spring. 

Hungary had, meanwhile, occupied Henry’s attention. The rivalry 
between King Salomo, Henry’s brother-in-law, and his cousin G^za had 
resulted eventually in the success of Geza. Salomo with his wife took 
refuge in Germany, placed his kingdom under Henry’s overlordship, and 
appealed to him for help. Henry led an expedition into Hungary in the 
autumn, but without success, and imperial authority was not recovered. 
The Pope tried to avail himself of the opportunity, giving his support to 
Geza and declaring Salomo’s deposition a judgment of God upon him for 
handing over to the Empire a kingdom which was subject to St Peter. 
But Geza, though he had sought papal aid while his position was still 
insecure, was determined to be free of Pope and Emperor alike and to 
break every link which bound Hungary to the West; and in the following 
year he had himself crowned king with a crown which he received from 
the Eastern Emperor, Michael VII. 

The opening months of 1075 were occupied with preparations for the 
reduction of Saxony. The Saxons in alarm endeavoured to appease the 
king; they further claimed to be judged by a diet of all the nobles, and 
appealed to the South German princes, trying to establish direct negotia- 
tions with them as in 1073. Their efforts were wholly unavailing: the 
king was determined to be revenged, the nobles could not forgive the 
peace made without their concurrence. Henry issued his summons to the 
host, which assembled at Bredingen on 8 June; never again was he to be 
at the head of so powerful and representative an army. The Dukes of 
Swabia, Bavaria, Carinthia, Upper and Lower Lorraine, and Bohemia 
were all present with strong contingents, and all the other leading nobles, 
lay and spiritual 1 . On 9 June, the day after the army had assembled, the 
king by a forced march surprised the Saxons encamped by the river 
Unstrut. Duke Rudolf, claiming the Swabian privilege of fighting in the 
van of the royal host, led the charge, supported by Duke Welf with the 
Bavarians. It was a battle of knights, and, when the superior numbers 
of the king’s army had finally decided the issue, the Saxon foot-soldiers 

1 Except of course Archbishop Anno, who pleaded age and infirmity. He died 
the following December. 
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suffered severely. The losses indeed were heavy on both sides, but the 
king won a decisive victory and advanced to the invasion of Saxony. Lack 
of provisions caused him to disband his troops in July, and another ex- 
pedition was arranged for October. On 22 October the army assembled 
at Gerstungen, but this time the Dukes of Swabia, Bavaria, and Carinthia 
were absent, on the insufficient plea of their losses in June. The king, 
howevei', was strong enough without them, and was probably not sorry 
to be independent of them. The Saxons had lost their cohesion; the 
common soldiers in particular felt that they had been selfishly sacri- 
ficed on the Unstrut. The nobles, therefore, made an unconditional 
surrender, throwing themselves on the king’s mercy. Contrary to expecta- 
tion, but in accordance with his fixed determination, he treated them 
with great severity: all the leaders, both laymen and ecclesiastics, were 
imprisoned in different parts of Germany, entrusted to the custody of 
South German nobles. Much of their territory was confiscated and given 
to his supporters or added to the royal domain, and the building of the 
castles was taken in hand once more. When the king disbanded his army 
in November, he seemed to have won a complete triumph. 

The situation was remarkably similar to that in 1072. The Saxon 
rebels had been forced to an unconditional surrender and their leaders 
were in captivity. Now, as then, the situation at Milan gave the oppor- 
tunity to the king, at what seemed a particularly favourable moment, to 
re-assert imperial authority in Italy by a direct challenge to the Pope. 
The defeat of the Pataria and the election of Tedald by the suffragan 
bishops of Milan had occurred earlier in the year, but Henry was then 
perhaps contemplating imperial coronation, and even the victory on the 
Unstrut had not achieved the submission of Saxony. When this was 
certain, he invested Tedald with the archbishopric and sent the embassy 
to Italy which was, probably designedly, responsible for the rupture with 
the Pope. Once more his position in Germany seemed strong enough to 
justify the recovery of the authority that had been lost in Italy. And 
the moment seemed to be well-chosen, because he could count on the 
enthusiastic support of the episcopate in Germany and in North Italy in 
any venture against Gregory VII. But he had grievously miscalculated 
the strength of the spiritual power and the greatness of his opponent, 
and once more he had misunderstood, or foolishly disregarded, the real 
feelings of the German princes. The absence of the three dukes from the 
final campaign against the Saxons was ominous, and was certainly not 
sufficiently accounted for by their plea of the losses they had suffered in 
the June campaign. As before, it was the completeness of the royal 
victory, and the arbitrary use that Henry made of it, that caused them to 
stand aloof. Though their absence was at the time satisfactory to him, 
he ought to have realised its import and that they too needed to be 
mastered before he could take in hand the new task of Italy and the 
Papacy. 
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The king spent Christmas 1075 at Goslar, and the nobles there 
present took an oath to accept his son Conrad, born in February 1074, 
as his successor. Some measure of leniency was shewn in allowing the 
exiled Saxon bishops to return to their sees pending trial, but of the 
lay princes Count Otto of Nordheim alone received the king’s clemency, 
and he was even advanced to high office and power in his native land. 
The king was still at Goslar at the beginning of January 1076 when the 
papal embassy arrived with the verbal message thi’eatening excommuni- 
cation if the king refused obedience. This was as unexpected as it was 
distasteful to the royal dignity. In an uncontrolled passion, which was 
unusual with him, he summoned the Council of Worms that pronounced 
Gregory’s deposition, and dispatched to Piacenza and then to Rome the 
messenger to the Lenten synod. Before the papal sentence at the synod 
reached the king, the murder of Duke Godfrey of Lower Lorraine in 
February had deprived him of one of his staunchest adherents, and of a 
strong support of the Empire on its western frontier, where Robert the 
Frisian, successful in Flanders, whose intrigues probably brought about 
the murder of Godfrey, was a constant menace. Still confident in his own 
position, Henry bestowed the duchy on his infant son Conrad, and 
Godfrey’s nephew and heir, Godfrey of Bouillon, had to be content with 
the Mark of Antwerp. 

Then at Easter came the news of the Lenten synod and its decrees, 
and both the strength of the spiritual power and the weakness of his own 
position were speedily revealed to the king. The excommunication had 
an immediate effect in alienating from him his lay subjects. The German 
bishops, too, who had welcomed the deposition of the Pope, trembled 
before the papal sentence and again hastily abandoned the cause of the 
king. Accordingly his summons to diets at Worms and Mayence were 
practically disregarded, and he was rapidly becoming isolated. His weak- 
ness was the Saxon opportunity. The Saxon leaders were able to effect 
their escape from captivity, or were deliberately released by the nobles to 
whose custody they had been entrusted. Bishop Burchard took the lead 
in a new revolt, and, Otto of Nordheim turning traitor once more, the 
whole of East Saxony was in arms. Henry’s one faithful ally, Duke 
Vratislav of Bohemia, was driven from Meissen by Margrave Ekbert. The 
victory of 1075 had been completely undone. And, finally, the dukes of 
Upper Germany saw their opportunity and took it. Acting in unison 
they had been able to make their intervention effective whether against 
the king or against the Saxons. Satisfied with the Saxon defeat in June 
1075, they had abstained from the further expedition in October, but the 
king’s ability to bring the Saxons to submission without their aid, and 
his high-handed treatment of them when he had obtained the mastery, 
must have already determined them to throw their weight into the 
balance against him. The excommunication and its results gave them the 
decisive voice in the government of the kingdom. Meeting at Ulm, they 
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decided on a diet at Tribur, where the future of the kingdom was to be 
debated and the royal authority made subservient to partieularist interests. 
To this diet the Saxon nobles were invited, and the grievances of 1074 
were forgotten. 

The diet met at Tribur on 16 October 1076. The Saxons came in 
force, and the papal legates were present, to give spiritual sanction to the 
triumph of the nobles. The king, to whom this assembly was in the highest 
degree dangerous, arrived at Oppenheim on the other side of the Rhine 
with an army. But his chief supporters deserted him to obtain absolution 
from the papal legates, and he was abandoned to the tender mercies of 
the diet. The Saxons advocated his deposition and the appointment of 
a new king. For this revolutionary step the other princes were not yet 
prepared. The choice of a successor would raise difficulties and jealousies 
that might dissolve the harmony, and such an action would compromise 
the high moral pose which they had adopted in their attitude against 
Henry. The deliberations of the diet were complicated too by the ill- 
feeling, with difficulty restrained, which still persisted between Saxons and 
South Germans. But in one respect they were all of one mind: the king 
must be humiliated, and the government of Germany must be subject to 
the dictation of the princes. Towards the victory over the king, the papal 
sentence first, the papal legates later, had largely contributed. The 
nobles were anxious to retain the valuable papal support, and to represent 
themselves as fighting for the cause of right against a wicked king. The 
Papacy, therefore, must be given an important share in the fruits of 
victory. So, first of all, the king was forced to publish his repentance and 
his promise of obedience and amendment for the future — to do justice in 
both the papal and the feudal sense. The diet then proceeded to make 
two important decisions. Firstly, recognising the validity of the papal 
sentence, they decreed that Henry would lose his kingdom if he failed to 
obtain absolution within a year and a day 1 of his excommunication 
(22 February); secondly, recognising the papal claim to a principal share 
in the final judgment, they invited the Pope to a council at Augsburg on 
2 February 1077, where under his presidency the future of the kingdom 
was to be decided. 

This shews the lengths to which the nobles were prepared to go for 
their own selfish interests to satisfy papal claims which in different 
circumstances they were fully prepared to repudiate. It also shews that 
the Pope held the key to the whole situation, a fact which he and Henry 
alike were swift to recognise. If it promised the immediate realisation of 
the Pope’s highest ideals, it at the same time revealed to the king the 
avenue of escape from his dangerous position. The conjunction of his 
enemies in Germany meant the final ruin of his power; if he could obtain 
absolution from the Pope in Italy, he not only removed opposition from 
1 The regular period of grace, the period too within which a vacant office had to 
he filled up. This treatment of the royal office by the nobles is significant. 
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that quarter for a time but also deprived the German nobles of their most 
effective weapon against him. With this aim in view he made his escape 
and his memorable journey over the Mont Cenis pass, finally arriving 
in January 1077 outside the fortress of Canossa. Here by his humiliation 
and outward penitence he was able to force the Pope to grant him absolu- 
tion, and the purpose of his journey was achieved. Though the importance 
of the royal humiliation has been grossly exaggerated, it is equally absurd 
to proclaim the absolution at Canossa as a Striking victory for the king. 
He had been forced to accept the justice of the papal excommunication, 
and consequently the right of the Pope to sit in judgment upon him, and 
by this acceptance the relations of the two powers had been fundamentally 
altered. The absolution was in a sense a recognition of the king’s defeat; 
on the other hand, it limited the extent of the defeat and prevented a 
far worse calamity. 

Yet, as far as Henry’s enemies in Germany were concerned, it was a 
real victory for the king, and they were staggered at the news. The 
absolution of Henry they regarded as a betrayal of their cause, and they 
expressed their indignation as strongly as they dared. They could not, 
indeed, risk alienating the Pope, whose alliance was so necessary to them ; 
but they were not impressed by his optimistic view that the decision to 
hold the council in Germany still held good. They did what they could, 
however, to nullify the effect of the absolution. The story soon became 
current among them that the absolution had been granted on certain 
conditions which Henry immediately broke, so that it became void and 
the king returned to his state of excommunication 1 . The papal legates, 
though not the Pope, gave encouragement to this view. 

Their more immediate need, however, was to complete what had been 
begun at Tribur, and, with papal co-operation if possible, to prevent the 
restoration of Henry’s authority in Germany and so to counteract the 
disastrous effects of Canossa. A preliminary meeting at Ulm, in issuing 
summons to a diet at Forchheim in Franconia, where the last of the 
German Carolingians (Louis the Child) and the first of his successors 
(Conrad I) had been elected, shewed that the Saxon proposals had been 

1 Bruno, c. 90, SGUS, pp, 66-7, states this very definitely, and it confuses not only 
his narrative but also his chronology. As the excommunication of 1076, according 
to his view, prevailed throughout, he makes no mention of that of 1080, and places 
together in 1076 the documents of both dates. Neither his editor in SGUS, 
W. Wattenbach, nor K. Heidrich, who in Neu. Arch. Vol. xxx investigated the dating 
of the numerous documents in Bruno, noted that this essential misunderstanding, 
whether wilful or ignorant, of the facts of Canossa is responsible for his muddled 
chronology. A complete revision of Bruno’s chronology from this point of view is 
badly needed. I should like to call attention to the possibility that Henry’s letter 
to the Romans (in Bruno, c. 66, and nowhere else) was written in 1080 and not in 
1076. 1 cannot go into the whole question here, hut two points may he mentioned : 
(1) any manifesto (as that in c. 73) dealing with 1080 would have been dated by 
him to 1076; (2) there is no evidence that Henry appealed to the Romans in 1076, 
though he did so regularly in 1080 and following years. 
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accepted. The diet met on 13 March and, in the presence and with the 
approval of two papal legates, Duke Rudolf of Swabia, with all the 
customary formalities of procedure, was designated and elected king. 
This was a reactionary and indeed a revolutionary step, recalling the 
anarchy of the later Carolingians. The electoral right of the nobles, 
when it was not a mere formality, had been strictly limited in practice. 
Ever since the Saxon kings had restored the monarchy, the hereditary 
principle had been dominant; when there was no son to succeed, the king 
had been chosen from a collateral branch of the royal family. Now the 
electors usurped a plenary power — the power to depose the established 
king and to exercise complete freedom of choice as to his successor. 
Behind this lay the theory that the relation of king and nobles was one 
of contract, and that an unlawful exercise of his power justified the breach 
of their oath of fealty. The bishops at Worms in 1076 had taken this 
line with regard to the Pope. It was a natural development of feudal 
ideas, which were not, however, to prevail in the Church as they did in 
the kingdom. There were other points of novelty in this election. In the 
first place, the formal right of election, which was the prerogative of all 
the princes, was here assumed by a small minority. This minority included, 
indeed, the Archbishop of Mayence, whose right to the prima vox was 
uncontested 1 , numerous Saxon nobles, and the three South German dukes; 
perhaps these latter, in anticipation of fourteenth-century conditions, 
regarded themselves as adequate to represent their duchies. Secondly, 
the presence of the papal legates was a recognition of the Pope’s claim 
to a share in the election. And, finally, the electors emphasised the con- 
tractual nature of the royal office, and ensured the maintenance of their 
own control, by imposing conditions on the king of their choice: Rudolf 
had to renounce the hereditary right of his son and royal control of 
episcopal elections, while he also made a promise of obedience to the 
Pope. But the German princes at Forchheim got no advantage from 
their triumphant particularism; the revolt gained no additional supporter 
from the fact that its leader styled himself king. On the contrary, their 
attempt to ride roughshod over tradition and legitimacy put Henry in 
a strong position; the bishops (except in Saxony), the lesser nobility, 
the peasantry, and above all the towns, preferred a single ruler, however 
absolute, to a government dominated by the selfish interests of the princes. 
AH the more, then, had Rudolf and his party to depend on the 
support of the Church. The Pope certainly recognised the electoral 
rights of the princes, and accepted the election of Rudolf as a lawful 
election. He did not, however, recognise their power to depose Henry; 
this he regarded as a matter for his own decision, and in the meanwhile 
spoke continually of two kings. Yet his legates had been quite decided 

1 Cf. Wipe’s account of the election of Conrad II (c. 2, SGUS, p. 14), and the 
statement of Frederick Barbarossa (Otto et Rahewin, Gesta Friderid imperatoris, Bk. 
hi, e. 17, SOUS, p. 188). 
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in their support of .Rudolf, and the rebels naturally inferred that the Pope 
would abide by their decision 1 . 

Meanwhile Henry had resumed his royal functions in Lombardy, 
though he had to act with extreme caution. The Lombards resented his 
refusal to take direct action against the Pope, and Milan, in opposition 
to its archbishop, had reverted to the papal alliance; nor could he obtain 
coronation at Pavia with the iron crown of Lombardy. He dared not, 
moreover, alienate the Pope, while policy made it essential to prevent 
the journey to Germany on which the Pope had set his heart. Then came 
the news of the election at Forchheim, and he had to return at once to 
Germany to counter the revolutionary government of the princes. The 
sentiment in favour of the lawful ruler, now that he was restored to com- 
munion, was immediately made evident. As before, the Rhine towns set 
the example, beginning with a riot at Mayence where Rudolf was crowned 
and anointed king by Archbishop Siegfried on 26 March. Rudolf was 
compelled to abandon Mayence and make his way to Saxony, where alone 
he could maintain himself as king. In Saxony, with few exceptions, the 
lay and ecclesiastical nobles were on his side, and to Saxony was his 
kingdom confined 2 . Elsewhere the balance was predominantly in favour 
of Henry, especially in the south-east. As Rudolf was still in the Rhine 
district, Henry returned to Germany by way of Carinthia and Bavaria, 
in both of which duchies he received an enthusiastic welcome. Carinthia, 
where Duke Berthold had always been ignored, was wholly on his side; 
on Bavaria he could also rely, except for the hostility of Margrave Liut- 
pold of Austria and two important ecclesiastics. Archbishop Gebhard 
of Salzburg and Bishop Altmann of Passau, who however could not 
maintain themselves in their sees. On Duke Vratislav of Bohemia he 
could count for loyal assistance, and though King Ladislas I of Hungary, 
who married a daughter of Rudolf, was hostile, he gave no assistance to 
Henry’s opponents. Burgundy, in spite of Rudolf’s possessions there, 
was apparently solid for Henry, as were the Rhine towns. In Swabia the 
position was more equal. The bishops and lesser nobles were mainly on 
Henry’s side, but Berthold and Welf had considerable power in their 
ancestral domains, and the great reforming Abbot, William of Hirschau, 
organised a strong ecclesiastical opposition which was to be continually 
dangerous to Henry; his work was to be carried still further by one of 
his monks, Gebhard, son of Duke Berthold, who as Bishop of Constance 
and papal legate was more than anyone else responsible for the existence 
and gradual increase of a strong papal party in South Germany. The 

1 The Pope, though not endorsing, did not actually disown his legates’ actions ; 
so, as Vita Heinrici imperatoris (c. 4, SGUS, pp. 17-18) says, his silence was taken 
to give consent. 

2 Bruno (c. 121, SGUS, p. 93) speaks of “Saxoniae regnum.” So too in the two 
papal letters quoted in cc. 118 and 120 (ib. pp. 90, 92), Gregory addresses the princes 
w in Teutonico atque in Saxonico regno commanentibus” and “Rodulfo omnibusque 
secum in regno Saxonum commanentibus.” 
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Henry's successful diplomacy 


struggle was thus in the main between Saxony and Thuringia under 
Rudolf and the rest of Germany under Henry, though in Swabia Berthold 
and Welf were able to maintain themselves and were supported, in spite 
of the Pope’s neutrality, by an advanced section of Church reformers. 

Henry’s first move after Rudolf’s withdrawal was to raise a force of 
Bavarian and Bohemian troops and invade Swabia, which suffered terribly 
from the constant depredations of both sides, neither of which was able 
to obtain complete mastery. At the end of May he held a diet at Ulm, 
where the three rebel dukes of South Germany were formally deprived of 
their duchies. Carinthia was given to Liutold of Eppenstein, head of the 
most important family in the duchy. Bavaria and Swabia he retained for 
the time in his own hands. But in 1079 he founded the fortunes of the 
Hohenstaufen family by appointing to the duchy of Swabia the Swabian 
Count of Staufen, Frederick, to whom he married his daughter Agnes 1 . 
From him he obtained loyal support, and Rudolf vainly attempted to create 
a counter-influence in the duchy by having his son Berthold proclaimed at 
Ulm as duke, and by marrying his daughter Agnes to Berthold, son of 
Duke Berthold (who had died at the end of 1078). 

During these years Rudolf was bitterly disappointed in his expecta- 
tion of a direct intervention of the Pope against Henry. The papal 
legates were as emphatic as he could wish, both at Forchheim in March 
and at Goslar in November 1077, when the Cardinal-deacon Bernard 
united with Archbishop Siegfried in excommunicating Henry; but they 
were not upheld by their master, who persisted in his neutrality. Henry, 
during the same period, shewed himself in diplomacy to be far astuter 
than his impetuous rival. He was successful in preventing a conference 
of nobles on both sides, which Rudolf tried to arrange in 1078 in recol- 
lection of the success of this policy in 1073. He contrived, moreover, to 
prevent a coalition between the forces of Rudolf and his South German 
allies, though he failed to defeat them separately as he had hoped. On 
7 August 1078 he fought an indecisive battle with the troops of Rudolf 
at Melrichstadt in Franconia, where, though his own losses were the 
heavier, his enemy was forced to retire; and, on the same day, an army 
of peasants, hastily recruited from Franconia, was decisively defeated on 
the Neckar by Dukes Berthold and Welf. But Henry maintained himself 
at Wurzburg, and so prevented the threatened junction of the enemies’ 
forces. Above all he was successful in keeping the Pope neutral, while at 
the same time disappointing Gregory’s hopes of making his judgment 
decisive between the two kings. He was not, however, on this account 
any the more compliant with the ecclesiastical decrees. He continued to 
appoint, as it was essential to him that he should appoint, and invest to 
bishoprics and abbeys vacant by death or occupied by supporters of his 

1 In these two appointments Henry abandoned the policy of appointing an outsider 
as duke. He now needed powerful dukes who could be relied on to support him. 
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opponent. Rudolf imitated his example, though he was careful to leave 
episcopal elections free, and so, besides the rival kings in the kingdom 
and dukes in the duchies, there were rival bishops in several sees. Germany 
was devastated by civil war, in which the peasants, especially in Swabia, 
suffered the greatest hardships, and the trading opportunities of the towns 
were severely handicapped. The whole country sighed for peace and order, 
and it was becoming increasingly evident to the majority that in Henry’s 
victory lay the best hope of this being attained. 

So in 1080 he was able to carry the war into the enemy’s country and 
invade Saxony. The battle of Flarchheim in Thuringia (27 January) was 
indecisive and Henry had to retire again to Bavaria ; but his diplomacy 
was successful in detaching from Rudolf’s cause the leaders of the Billung 
family, Duke Magnus and his uncle Herman, and also Margrave Ekbert 
of Meissen. And now the time had arrived when the Pope was to make 
the fateful decision that was to prolong and embitter the struggle of 
which Germany was already so weary. The moment seems to have been 
chosen by Henry himself. His envoys to the Lenten synod of 1080 were 
instructed no longer to appeal, but to threaten the Pope, and Henry had 
doubtless foreseen the result. He could hardly expect a judgment in his 
favour, but an adverse decision, while it would be welcomed by few, 
would be regarded with indignation by the vast majority. He contrived 
in fact to throw upon the Pope the odium of starting the new struggle. 
The sentence of Gregory VII not only upset the hopes of peace ; it also 
outraged German sentiment in its claim to depose the king and to set up 
a successor in his place. The German bishops of Henry’s party met at 
Bamberg (Easter) and renounced obedience to Gregory ; a diet attended 
by king, nobles, and bishops assembled at Mayence (Whitsun) and repeated 
this renunciation ; and finally, in an assembly mainly of North Italian 
bishops at Brixen 1 on 25 June, Gregory was declared deposed and Arch- 
bishop Guibert of Ravenna, nominated by Henry, was elected to succeed 
him. With his compliant anti-Pope, Henry could now entertain the 
prospect, impossible in 1076, of leading an expedition into Italy to 
establish his will by force. 

But he could not leave Germany with Rudolf still powerful in Saxony, 
and he hastened back from Brixen to settle the issue with his rival. In 
the autumn he collected an army and marched through Thuringia to the 
Elster; there, in the neighbourhood of Hohen-Molsen, a battle was 
fought, in which Henry was defeated. But this was more than compen- 

1 The choice of Brixen is curious. One would expect to find the meeting-place of 
an Italian assembly within the Italian kingdom, and the presence of the Italian chan- 
cellor, Bishop Burchard of Lausanne, points in the same direction. But, though it 
is always difficult to fix the exact frontier-line, it seems clear that Brixen was on the 
German side. Perhaps, as Giesebrecht suggests ( Geschichte der deutschen Kaisarse.it, 
Vol. in, p. 502), Brixen was chosen because of its isolation and security and the 
undoubted loyalty of its bishop. 
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sated by the mortal wound which Rudolf received, from the effects of which 
he died on the following day. To many this appeared as the judgment 
of God, not only on Rudolf but on the Pope as well. Though Henry was 
still unable to win over Saxony by force or negotiations, his position was 
sufficiently secure in Germany ; now at last he could give his whole 
attention to the decisive contest with the Pope. From the spring of 1081 
to the summer of 1084 he was in Italy. He succeeded in defeating his 
great adversary, he established Guibert as Pope Clement III, and by him 
was crowned Emperor in St Peter’s. At Rome he seemed to have realised 
his ambition and to have raised himself to his father’s height. But he was 
forced to retire before the arrival of the Normans, he could not overcome 
the resistance of Countess Matilda, and his Pope did not receive the 
recognition necessary to make him a useful tool. Imperial authority had 
been revived in Italy, but not so effectively as he had contemplated. 

In Germany, his enemies took advantage of his absence to elect a 
successor to Rudolf. The obvious candidate was Otto of Nordheim, whose 
military skill had been conspicuous throughout. But, partly owing to 
jealousy among the leaders, partly perhaps from the desire to obtain 
western support, their choice fell on the Lotharingian Count Herman of 
Salm, brother of Count Conrad of Luxemburg and nephew of Herman, 
Count-Palatine of the Rhine. At any rate, he failed to win over his 
powerful relatives, and his kingdom, like that of Rudolf, was confined to 
Saxony. He had neither the ducal prestige nor the military prowess of his 
predecessor, nor does he seem to have entered into relations with the 
Pope; there was nothing to recommend this feeble rival of Plenry. 
Towards the end of l082he did indeed advance south into Swabia, and 
the possibility of his leading an expedition into Italy caused Plenry some 
anxiety. But it came to nothing; the death of Margrave Udo of the 
North Mark in 1082 and in January 1083 of Otto of Nordheim, whose 
sons were too young to play any part, deprived him of his chief military 
support. On the news of Otto’s death he hastily returned to Saxony, and 
henceforward was of no account. So insignificant did he become that in 
1088 he retired to his native Lorraine, and shortly afterwards was killed 
in front of a castle he was besieging. 

It was the Church party that formed the chief danger to Henry when 
he returned to Germany in 1084. Archbishop Siegfried of Mayence had 
died in February, but his authority in his province had long disappeared ; 
like the two anti- kings he had been forced since 1080 to remain in 
Saxony. To succeed him Henry appointed Werner (Wezil) as archbishop 
and arch-chancellor; in the latter office Siegfried had not been super- 
seded — it was clearly a merely titular dignity, and the chancellor did the 
real work. The organisation of a papal party was actively conducted by 
the legate Otto, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia and afterwards Pope Urban II. 
With the assistance of Abbot William of Hirschau he combined monastic 
reform with opposition to Henry. The election of Gebhard as Bishop of 
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Constance in December was an important result of their joint efforts; for 
Gebhard later succeeded Otto as permanent legate, and was probably 
Henry’s most dangerous enemy in Germany for the rest of his reign. In 
the work of reform, not only did numerous Swabian monasteries adhere 
to the rule of Hirschau, but the reform attracted laymen of the upper 
classes who came in numbers to the monastery as conversi. From Swabia 
Otto went on to Saxony. Here his influence was decisive against peace, 
the desire for which led to a meeting of princes of both sides at Gerstun- 
geil in January 1085. The Church party used the excommunication of 
Henry and his supporters to prevent a reconciliation. In this the legate 
was prominent, and still more so at a partisan synod held at Quedlinburg 
just after Easter. The excommunication of the anti-Pope and his 
adherents was a matter of common agreement, but Otto had the cause 
of Church reform and reorganisation equally at heart. Decrees were 
passed asserting the primacy of the Apostolic See and the supremacy of 
papal jurisdiction; others enforced Roman against local customs and 
strengthened the central authority by creating uniformity ; Anally, a few 
upheld the main principles of Church reform. It was at this point that 
a cleavage of interests became manifest. The Saxon nobles, who had been 
most zealous for Church reform when it was a useful weapon against 
Henry IV, firmly resisted it when it meant the restoration by them of 
churches and ecclesiastical property in their possession. Otto discovered 
that the bishops supported their secular allies in this, and that political 
interests in Saxony over-rode religious considerations. 

While discord was thus beginning to make its appearance in Saxony, 
Henry was establishing his hold more firmly in the rest of Germany. At 
an imperial diet held at Easter 1085 at Mayence, the deposition of 
Gregory VII and his supporters and the election of Guibert were con- 
firmed, and the Peace of God was proclaimed. Already in 1081 Bishop 
Henry of Liege had proclaimed the Peace in his diocese, and in 1083 
Archbishop Sigewin of Cologne had done the same in his province. 
Henry had ratified their action, and now extended it to the whole 
kingdom. It was a sign, perhaps, of royal weakness that he could not by 
his own authority enforce the maintenance of peace, but had recourse to 
an expedient adopted in days of anarchy and royal impotence by the 
Church in France and Burgundy. It was also an unfortunate moment to 
choose in which to appeal to the sanction of the Church, when many of 
his subjects regarded him and his followers as schismatics. But it seemed 
for a time as if peace would result, Lorraine, which he visited in June, 
was wholly loyal ; Henry confiscated the territory held there by Matilda, 
and allotted it mainly to Godfrey of Bouillon and Bishop Dietrich of 
Verdun. There followed a much greater triumph in July, when, taking 
advantage of the divisions in Saxony to win over the lay nobles, he was 
able for the first time for many years to enter the duchy in peace, and to 
progress as far as Magdeburg. 
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His success, however, was short-lived, and for this his failure to 
appreciate the Saxon temper was responsible. Many bishops were still 
hostile, especially the Archbishop of Magdeburg, and Henry proceeded 
to appoint bishops of his own party to replace them. Nothing was more 
calculated to cause a revulsion of feeling among the lay nobles than this 
exercise of royal authority without their concurrence, and the introduction 
of aliens into episcopal office in the duchy. Accordingly in September 
Henry was forced to abandon Saxony once more. In the following year 
(1086) Welf and his Swabian adherents were able to join forces with the 
Saxons and to besiege the important town of Wurzburg. Henry, hasten- 
ing to its relief with an army mainly composed of peasants and levies from 
the towns, was severely defeated at the battle of Pleichfeld on 11 August. 
It was not the usual encounter of knights. The troops of Welf and of 
the city of Magdeburg dismounted and fought on foot, with the cross as 
their standard and encouraged by the prayers of the Archbishop of 
Magdeburg 1 . As a result of the battle, Wurzburg was captured and its 
Bishop, Aclalbero, was restored, though only temporarily, to his see. The 
position of affairs, so favourable to Hem*y the previous year, seemed to 
have been entirely reversed. But his enemies were not able to gain any 
permanent advantage from their victory, or even to retain Wurzburg for 
long. Negotiations were resumed, to break down continually over the 
impediment of Henry’s excommunication and his recognition of the 
anti-Pope. At last, in the summer of 1088, a renewal of discord in 
Saxony caused a reaction in Henry’s favour, and in a short time, for 
good and all, the revolt in Saxony was ended. 

The most powerful noble in Saxony at this time was Margrave Ekbert 
of Meissen 2 3 . Of violent and audacious temper, like his father, he had 
taken the lead in welcoming the king in Saxony in July 1085 and in 
expelling him two months later. His Mark had previously been transferred 
by Henry to Duke Vratislav of Bohemia, who received the title of king 
in 1085; but Vratislav was unable to enter into possession of it. In 1087 
Ekbert came to terms again with Henry, perhaps as the result of a 
Bohemian invasion. But he immediately broke his word, having conceived 
the bold scheme of getting himself appointed king in place of the helpless 
Herman. This was too much for his jealous confederates. The bishops in 
particular rejected his scheme, and the murder of Bishop Burehard of 
Halberstadt, who had been in the forefront of every Saxon rising 
against Henry, was believed to be Ekbert’s revenge for his rebuff. The 
ambition and violence of this noble were more dangerous than the royal 
authority; the rest of Saxony hastened to make its peace with the 

1 This battle is described in some detail by the chronicler Bernold (MGH, Script. 

Vol. v, p. 445) who was himself present. 

3 The Bilking 1 family, since their adhesion to Henry in 1080, seem to have taken 
little part in public affairs. Duke Magnus remained loyal to Henry, and he is men- 
tioned as present at the coronation of Henry’s son Conrad as king in 1087. 
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Emperor 1 , and, while safeguarding its own independence, recognised him 
as king of Germany. The bishops indeed would not recognise Guibert; 
they compromised by regarding Urban II as the rightful Pope, and at the 
same time disregarding his excommunication of Henry. Ekbert was 
isolated, and was condemned at a Saxon diet held at Quedlinburg in 
1088; at Ratisbon in 1089 he was proscribed as a traitor, and on 
Margrave Henry of the East Mark (Lusatia) was conferred the margravate 
of Meissen. Ekbert remained defiant, and even posed as the champion of 
the Church against Henry; at the end of 1088 he inflicted a severe defeat 
on the king in front of his castle of Gleiehen. But he was murdered 
in 1090, and so all opposition in Saxony came to an end. His county of 
Brunswick passed to his sister Gertrude, who married, as her second 
husband, Henry the Fat, the son of Otto of Nordheim. 

The years 1088-1090 mark the climax of Henry’s power in Germany. 
Except for Margrave Ekbert, against whom he had the assistance of the 
rest of Saxony, and the few Swabian counts that supported Welf, he was 
universally recognised as king. The succession had been secured by the 
coronation of his son Conrad as king in May 1087. The Church party 
was dispirited and quiescent, and it lost its chief champion in Bavaria 
with the death of Archbishop Gebhard of Salzburg in 1088. In Lorraine, 
in 1089, Bishop Herman of Metz was reconciled with the king and 
restored to his see, and the duchy of Lower Lorraine was conferred on 
Godfrey of Bouillon. To the see of Cologne, vacant by the death of 
Archbishop Sigewin, Henry appointed his chancellor Herman; and, 
during his stay at Cologne for this purpose, he was married (his first wife, 
Bertha, had died in 1087) to Praxedis (Adelaide), daughter of the Prince 
of Kiev and widow of Margrave Henry of the North Mark. The marriage 
was celebrated by Archbishop Hartwig of Magdeburg, with whom, in 
spite of his prominent share in the king’s defeat at Pleichfeld in 1086, 
Henry was completely reconciled. The archbishop, however, refused to 
recognise the anti-Pope, and this was the chief weakness in Henry’s 
position. It seems that on more than one occasion he could have come 
to terms with the Church party and returned to communion, had he 
consented to abandon Guibert. He was himself unwilling both to betray 
so faithful a servant and to discard so useful a tool; while many of his 
chief supporters and advisers among the bishops, feeling that their own 
fate was implicated in that of Guibert, influenced him in the same 
direction. He might also have expected the ultimate success of his anti- 
Pope. There was nothing to lead him to anticipate the fatal results to 
himself of the election of Urban II as Pope in March 1088. Urban, like 
his predecessor, had to live under Norman protection, and Guibert 
remained securely in possession of Rome. 

1 But it seems almost certain, that he cannot have recovered full possession of the 
royal domain. Probably the situation in Saxony was a return to the status quo of 
1069. 
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As in 1072 and 1075, the position in Germany appeared favourable 
for the recovery of authority in Italy; and again a situation had arisen 
vitally affecting imperial interests. In 1089, Countess Matilda of Tuscany, 
now over forty vears of age, devoting herself to furthering the political 
advantage of the Papacy, had married the younger Welf, a lad of 
seventeen. The elder Welf, having lost his Saxon allies, had turned his 
ambitions to the south, and hoped for great things from this marriage. 
His Italian inheritance adjoined the territories of Countess Matilda, 
and he doubtless anticipated for himself a position in Italy such as Duke 
Godfrey, the husband of Matilda’s mother Beatrice, had held during the 
minority of Henry IV. The Emperor came into Italy in April 1090 to 
counteract the dangerous effects of this alliance, and at first met with 
considerable success. But the papal party was rapidly gaining strength, 
and unscrupulous in its methods worked among his family to effect his 
ruin. The revolt of Conrad in 1093 under Matilda’s influence, accompanied 
by a league of Lombard cities against the Emperor, not only reduced 
him to great straits but .even cut off his retreat to Germany. The next 
year another domestic blow was struck at the unfortunate Emperor. His 
wife Praxedis, suspected of infidelity to her husband, escaped to take 
refuge with Matilda and to spread gross charges against Henry. False 
though they doubtless were, they were eagerly seized upon by his enemies, 
and the Pope himself at the Council of Piacenza in 1095 listened to the 
tale and pardoned the unwilling victim. Praxedis, her work done, 
disappears from history; she seems to have returned to Russia and to 
have died as a nun. Her husband, stunned with the shock of this double 
treachery of wife and son, remained in isolation at Verona. But the 
conflicting interests of Welf and the Papacy soon broke up the unnatural 
marriage-alliance. Matilda separated from her second husband as she had 
done from her first, and the elder Welf, who had no intention of merely 
subserving papal interests, took his son back with him to Germany 
in 1095. The next year he made his peace with the Emperor ; the road 
to Germany was opened again, and in the spring of 1097 Henry made 
his way by the Brenner Pass into Bavaria. 

The long absence of Henry in Italy had less effect than might have been 
expected on his position in Germany. Saxony remained quiet, and the 
government by non-interference was able to ensure the loyalty of the lay 
nobles, among whom Henry the Fat, with Brunswick added to Nordheim 
by his marriage with Gertrude, now held the leading place. In Lorraine 
the Church party won a success in the adhesion of the Bishops of Metz, 
To til, and Verdun to the papal cause. Otherwise the only centre of dis- 
turbance was Swabia. The government of Germany during Henry’s 
absence seems to have been entrusted to Duke Frederick of Swabia, in 
conjunction with Henry, Count-Palatine of the Rhine, who died in 
1095. In 1091 the death of Berthold, son of the anti-King Rudolf, 
brought the house of Rheinfelden to an end. He was succeeded both in 
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his allodial territories and in his pretensions to the duchy of Swabia by 
his brother-in-law Berthold of Zahringen, son of the former Duke of 
Carinthia. a far more formidable rival to Duke Frederick. The successes 
of Henry in Italy in 1091, combined with the death of Abbot William 
of Hirschau, brought to the king’s side many adherents in Swabia. But 
the disasters of 1093 caused a reaction, and the papal party began 
to revive under the lead of Bishop Gebhard of Constance, Berthold’s 
brother. An assembly held at Ulm declared the unity of Swabia under 
the spiritual headship of Gebhard and the temporal headship of Berthold, 
and a land-peace was proclaimed to last until Easter 1096, which W elf 
with less success attempted to extend the next year to Bavaria and 
Franconia. The Church party took the lead in this movement, and papal 
overlordship was recognised by Berthold and Welf, who did homage to 
Gebhard as the representative of the Pope. This coalition was entirely 
ruined by the breach of Welf with Matilda, which led to his reconciliation 
with Henry and to a complete severance of his alliance with the Papacy. 

The comparative tranquillity during Henry’s absence was due, not to 
the strength of the government but in part to its weakness, and above all 
to the general weariness of strife and the desire for peace. To this cause, 
too, must be attributed the feeble response that Germany made when in 
1095 the summons of Urban II to the First Crusade resounded through- 
out Europe. Some, and among them even a great ecclesiastic like 
Archbishop Ruthard of Mayence, were seized with the crusading spirit 
so far as to join in the massacre of Jews and the plunder of their property. 
But, except for Godfrey of Bouillon, who had been unable to make his 
ducal authority effective in Lower Lorraine, no important German noble 
actually went on crusade at this time. Indeed, it does not seem that the 
position of Henry was to any material extent affected by the Crusade. 
But, if the immediate effect was negligible, it was otherwise with the 
ultimate effect. Important results were to arise from the circumstances in 
which the crusading movement was launched — -the Pope, the spiritual 
head of Christendom, preaching the Crusade against the infidel, while 
the Emperor, the temporal head, remained helpless in Italy, cut off 1 from 
communion with the faithful. Gregory VII in 10T4 had planned to lead 
a crusade himself, and wrote to Henry IV that he would leave the Roman 
Church during his absence under Henry’s care and protection. This plan 
was typical of its author, though it was a curious reversal of the natural 
functions of the two heads of Christendom. Had Pope and Emperor been 
working together in the ideal harmony that Gregory VII conceived, it 
would certainly have been the Emperor that would have led the crusaders 
to Palestine in 1095, and under his suzerainty that the kingdom of 
Jerusalem would have been formed. As it was, the Papacy took the 
lead; its suzerainty was acknowledged; in the war against the infidel it 
arrogated to itself the temporal as well as the spiritual sword. And not 
only was the Emperor affected by the advantages that accrued to his 
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great rival. His semi-divine character was impaired; when he failed to 
take his natural place as the champion of the Cross, he prejudiced his 
claim to be the representative of God upon earth. 

At any rate, on his return to Germany Henry found but slight 
opposition to his authority. The reconciliation with Welf was confirmed 
in a diet at Worms in 1098, and was extended to Berthold as well. Welf 
was formally restored to his duchy, and the succession was promised to 
his son. The rival claims to Swabia were settled: Frederick was confirmed 
in the duchy, Berthold was compensated with the title of Duke (of 
Zahringen) and the grant of Zurich, to be held as a fief directly from the 
Emperor. At the price of concessions, which implied that he had re- 
nounced the royal ambitions of his earlier years, Henry had made peace 
with his old enemies, and all lay opposition to him in Germany ceased. 
At a diet at Mayence the princes elected his second son Henry as king, 
and promised to acknowledge him as his father’s successor; the young 
Henry took an oath of allegiance to his father, promising not to act with 
independent authority during his father’s lifetime. For the Emperor, 
though anxious to secure the succession, was careful not to allow his son 
the position .Conrad had abused. The young Henry was anointed king 
at Aix-la-Chapelle the following year; on the sacred relics he repeated 
the oath he had taken at Mayence, and the princes took an oath of fealty 
to him. 

Ecclesiastical opposition remained, but was seriously weakened by the 
defection of Berthold and Welf. It gained one notable, if not very 
creditable, adherent in the person of Ruthard, who had succeeded Werner 
as Archbishop of Mayence in 1089. The crusading fervour had manifested 
itself, especially in the Rhine district, in outbreaks against the Jews, who, 
when they were not murdered, were maltreated, forcibly baptised, and 
despoiled of their property. Henry on more than one occasion had shewn 
special favour to the Jews, who played no small part in the prosperity of 
the towns. Immediately on his return from Italy, he had given permission 
to the victims to return to their faith, and he was active in recovering for 
them the property they had lost. Mayence had been the scene of one of 
these anti -Jewish outbreaks, and the archbishop was suspected of com- 
plicity and of having received his share of the plunder. Henry opened an 
enquiry into this on the occasion of his son’s election, to which the 
archbishop refused to submit and fled to his Thuringian estates. Apart 
from this, there is, until 1104, a period of unwonted calm in Germany, 
and in consequence little to record. During these years the chief interest 
lies in Lorraine, owing to the ambition of Count Robert II of Flanders 
and the recrudescence of a communal movement at Cambrai. Defence 
against the count was its object, and so the commune received recognition 
from the Emperor and Bishop Walcher; but it found itself compelled 
to come to terms with the count, who made peace with Henry in 1103. 
Having enjoyed independence, the commune continued to exist, and 
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entered into a struggle with the bishop, who was handicapped by a rival 
and pro-papal bishop. For a time it maintained its independence, until 
in HOT it was overthrown by Henry V and episcopal authority restored. 

Henry, then, might seem to have at last accomplished his object in 
Germany, and by the universal recognition of his authority to have 
achieved the mastery. But in reality he had failed, and the peace was 
his recognition of failure. For it was a peace of acquiescence, acquiescence 
on both sides, due to weariness. The nobles recognised him as king, and he 
recognised the rights they claimed. Not as subjects, but almost as equals, 
the Saxons, Welf, Berthold, had all made terms with him. No concessions, 
however, could reconcile the Papacy. The death of Urban II in 1099 
made no difference; his successor, Paschal II, was even more inflexible. 
There seemed a prospect of peace when the anti-Pope Guibert died in 
1100, and a diet at Mayence proposed an embassy to Borne. The follow- 
ing year Henry proposed to go to Rome himself. In January 1103, at 
another diet at Mayence, besides promulgating a land-peace for the 
Empire for four years, Henry announced his intention, provided he could 
be reconciled with the Pope, of going on pilgrimage to the Holy Land. 
But to all these proposals the Pope turned a deaf ear. Henry had been 
excommunicated and deposed, and the sentence was repeated by Paschal in 
1102. There was no hope of ending the schism during Henry. I Vs lifetime. 

This state of affairs led to the final catastrophe. To no one did the 
situation give so much cause for dissatisfaction as to the heir to the 
throne — the young Henry V. The longer his father lived the weaker he 
felt would be the authority to which he would succeed. Self-interest de- 
termined him, in defiance of his oath, to seize power before matters 
became worse. He knew that he might expect the reconciliation with the 
Pope that was denied to his father, and that the Germans would willingly 
accept the leadership of one who was at the same time lawful king and 
in communion with the Pope. Probably the disturbances that broke out 
at Ratisbon while the court was staying there at the beginning of 1104 
decided him in his purpose. Many nobles had disliked the promulgation 
of a land-peace, which interfered with their customary violence; then the 
murder of a Bavarian count by one of his own ministeriales , and the 
Emperor’s neglect to punish the offender, provoked such discontent that 
Henry IV found it wiser to leave Bavaria and go to Lorraine. Henry V 
went with him, but he had already the nucleus of a party and began to 
mature his plans. In Lorraine his father was among friends, but when at 
the end of the year he marched north to punish a breach of the peace 
by a Saxon count, the young Henry decided that the moment was ripe 
for his venture. At Fritzlar on 12 December he escaped by night and 
went rapidly south to Ratisbon, where he placed himself at the head of 
the discontented nobles. His father, abandoning his expedition, returned 
to the Rhine; he was broken-hearted at his son’s treachery and made 
frantic appeals to him to return. Henry V sanctimoniously refused to 
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listen to an excommunicated man, and made overtures to the Pope which 
were immediately successful. 

The revolt was well-timed, and events turned out as Henry V had 
planned. The papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, met him in 
Bavaria and gave him the papal absolution. The Saxon and Thuringian 
princes, with whom was the exiled Archbishop Ruthard of Mayence, sent 
him an invitation which he eagerly accepted, and with the papal legate 
at his side he arrived at Quedlinburg for Easter 1105. A synod was 
held at Nordhausen on 21 May, at which he adopted an attitude of 
humility that was immediately successful. The Church party was won 
over by his action against imperialist bishops, and by his placing in the 
forefront the excommunication of his father as the cause of his revolt; 
the lay princes were equally attracted by his promise to act always in 
accordance with their direction. He could now count on Saxony wholly, 
and largely on Bavaria; Duke Welf seems on the whole to have remained 
neutral. He was fortunate, too, in the death this year of his brother-in- 
law, Duke Frederick of Swabia, whose sons were too young to intervene. 

He now took the field against his father, and marched on Mayence 
with the intention of restoring the archbishop. But the Rhine towns 
stood firm in their loyalty, and, after taking Wurzburg, he was forced to 
retire to Ratisbon. His father followed hard on his tracks, retook 
Wurzburg, and nearly surprised the son at Ratisbon. Here the Emperor 
was reinforced by Margrave Liutpold of Austria and Duke Bofivoi of 
Bohemia. Henry V marched against him, and managed to entice from his 
father his two chief supporters. The Emperor found himself abandoned on 
all sides, and had to make a hurried escape to avoid capture. After an ad- 
venturous and perilous flight through Bohemia and Saxony, he arrived 
safely at Mayence at the end of October. Driven from there by his son’s 
approach, he took refuge at Cologne, and then followed the second and most 
shameful treachery of the young Henry 1 . Promising to assist his reconcilia- 
tion with the Pope, he persuaded his father to meet him and accompany 
him to Mayence. Nothing was wanting that hypocrisy could suggest — 
tears, prostration at his father’s feet, solemn and repeated pledges of safe- 
conduct. By these means he induced him to dismiss his retinue, and, on 
arriving at Bingen, represented the danger of going to Mayence and enticed 
him into the castle of Bockelheim, where he kept him a close prisoner. At 
Christmas a diet was held at Mayence in the presence of papal legates, who 
dominated the proceedings. The Emperor was brought before the diet, not 
at Mayence where the townspeople might have rescued him, but at Ingcl- 
heim; crushed in spirit by his sufferings in prison and in fear for his life, he 
surrendered the royal insignia, promising a humble confession of his mis- 
deeds and even resignation of his throne. It was a scene that moved the 
lay nobles to compassion, but the legates, having gained their ends, 

1 K. Hampe, Deutsche Kaisergeschichte im Zeitalter der Salier und Staufen, p. 70, 
calls it ‘‘‘ the most devilish deed in all German history.” 
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declared themselves not competent to grant absolution. Henry V was 
equally obdurate, and his father was kept in confinement at Ingelheim. 
An invitation was sent to the Pope inviting his presence at a synod in 
Germany. Henry V for his own purposes was willing to allow the papal 
decision so much desired by Gregory VII. 

But the year 1106 saw a change of fortune. The Emperor escaped 
from captivity and was strongly supported in Lorraine and the Rhine 
towns. In the spring Henry V was severely defeated outside Liege by a 
coalition of Duke Henry of Lower Lorraine, Count Godfrey of Namur, 
and the people of Liege; in the summer he signally failed before Cologne. 
In face of this devoted loyalty to his father he was powerless; then sud- 
denly death came to his aid, and the opposition collapsed. The Emperor, 
worn out by sorrow and suffering, fell ill at Liege and died on 7 August. 
On his deatli-bed he sent his last message to his son, requesting pardon 
for his followers and that he might be buried beside his father at Spires. 
His dying appeal was disregarded. Henry V deposed the Duke of Lower 
Lorraine, and appointed Godfrey of Brabant in his place; the town of 
Cologne was fined 5000 marks. The Pope refused absolution and Chris- 
tian burial to the excommunicated Emperor. The people of Liege, in 
defiance of king and Pope, had given his body a royal funeral in their 
cathedral amid universal lamentation; the papal legates ordered its 
removal. It was taken to the cathedral at Spires, where again the people 
displayed their grief and affection. The bishop ordered it to be removed 
once more to an unconsecrated chapel. Five years later, when Henry V 
wrung from the Pope the cession of investiture, he also obtained absolu- 
tion for his father, and on 7 August 1111 the body of Henry IV was at 
last solemnly interred beside those of his father and grandfather in the 
cathedral he had so richly endowed at Spires. 

The story of this long reign of fifty years reads like a tragedy on 
the Greek model. Mainly owing to conditions for which he was not 
responsible, Henry was forced to struggle, in defence of his rights, against 
odds that were too great for him, and finally to fall a victim to the 
treachery of his son. The mismanagement of the imperial government 
during his minority had given the opportunity for particularism in 
Germany and for the Papacy in Italy to obtain a position from which 
he could not dislodge them. As far as Germany was concerned, he might 
have been successful, and he did at any rate acquire an important ally 
for the monarchy in the towns, especially in the Rhine district. How 
important it was is seen in 1073-4, when the example set by Worms 
turned the tide that was flowing so strongly against him; and, more 
notably still, in the resistance he was able to make to his son in the last 
year of his life. But the reason that prevented his making full use of this 
alliance prevented also his success in Germany. The fatal policy of Otto I 
had placed the monarchy in a position from which it could not extricate 
itself. Essentially it had to lean on ecclesiastical support, and from this 
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two results followed. In the first place, as the important towns were 
under episcopal authority, a direct alliance with them took place only 
when the bishop was hostile to the king. Secondly, the success of Otto I’s 
policy, in Germany as in Italy, depended now. on the Papacy being sub- 
servient, or at least obedient, to imperial authority. The Papacy re- 
generated by Henry III, especially with the opportunities it had had 
during Henry IV’s minority, could not acquiesce in its own dependence 
or in the subordination of ecclesiastical appointments to lay control. A 
contest between sacerdotium and imperium was inevitable, and, as we can 
see, it could only have one end. Certainly it was the Papacy that caused 
the failure of Henry IV. He was unfortunate in being faced at the 
beginning by one of the greatest of all the Popes, and yet he was able 
to defeat him; but he could not defeat the Papacy. It was the long 
schism that partly prompted the revolt of Henry V, and it was the desire 
to end it that won him the support of most of Germany. Papal excom- 
munication was the weapon that brought Henry IV to his tragic end, 
and avenged the death in exile of Gregory VII. And, apart from this, 
it was owing to the Papacy that his reign in Germany had been unsuc- 
cessful. He made peace with his enemies, but on their conditions; and 
the task that he had set out so energetically to achieve — the vindication 
of imperial authority— he had definitely failed to accomplish. 

With the passing of the old king, many others of the leading actors 
disappear from the scene. Especially in Saxony, old houses were becoming 
extinct, and new families were rising to take their place in German 
history. The Billungs, the Counts of Nordheim, the Ekberts of Brunswick, 
had each in turn played the leading part against the king; and now the 
male line had failed in all these families, and the inheritance had fallen 
to women. In 1090 by the death of Ekbert II the male line of the 
Brunswick house became extinct; his sister Gertrude was left as heiress, 
and she married (as her second husband) Henry the Fat, the elder son of 
Otto of Nordheim. He was murdered in 1101, his brother Conrad suffered 
the same fate in 1103, and the elder daughter of Henry and Gertrude, 
Richenza, became eventually heiress to both these houses 1 . Lothar, Count 
of Supplinburg, by his marriage with JEtiehenza in 1100, rose from an 
insignificant position to become the most powerful noble in Saxony. In 
1106 died Duke Magnus, the last of the Billungs. His duchy was given 
by Henry V to Lothar, his family possessions were divided between his 
two daughters; the eastern portion went to the younger, Eilica, who 
married Count Otto of Ballenstiidt and became the mother of Albert the 
Bear, the Saxon rival of the Wolfs; the western portion to the elder, 
Wulfliild, who married Henry the Black, son of Duke Welf of Bavaria. 

1 Gertrude Bad been married first to Count Dietrich of Katlenburg ; ..on the death 
of Henry the Fat she married Henry of Eilenburg, Margrave of Meissen and the 
East Mark. He died in 1103, and his posthumous son Henry died childless in 1123. 
Gertrude herself died in 1117. 
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Thus were laid the foundations of the Welf power in Saxony; the struc- 
ture was to be completed when the son of Henry and Wulfhild, Henry 
the Proud, married Gertrude, daughter and heiress of Lothar and 
Richenza; for the house of Supplinburg also failed in the male line. 
Duke Welf of Bavaria himself died on crusade in 1101, and his duchy, 
now hereditary, passed to Welf V, Countess Matilda’s husband, and on 
his death in 1120 to his brother Henry the Black. Finally, in 1105, Duke 
Frederick of Swabia died and was succeeded by his son Frederick II ; while 
his widow Agnes, daughter of Henry IV, married in 1106 Liutpold III, 
Margrave of Austria, and so became the ancestress of Babenbergers as 
well as Hohenstaufen 1 . 

Henry V, born in 1081 , had been elected king in 1098 ; so that, young 
as he still was, he had already been associated in the government for 
eight years. He will always, apart from the Concordat of Worms, be 
remembered primarily for his treatment of his father and, five years later, 
of the Pope; in both these episodes he shewed himself brutal and un- 
scrupulous. Perhaps to modern minds the studied treachery and hypocrisy 
of 1105-6 will appear more repulsive than the direct and unconcealed 
violence of 1111; his contemporaries, however, viewed the two incidents 
quite differently, regarding rather the nature of the victim than the 
quality of the crime. His action in deposing his excommunicated father 
met with fairly general approval ; while the horror inspired by his treat- 
ment of the Pope did considerable damage to Iris prestige. He was not 
capable, like his father, of inspiring devotion, but he could inspire respect. 
For he was forceful, energetic, resourceful, and he did for some time 
manage to dominate the German nobles. With more prudence too than 
his father he conserved imperial resources, and, except in Italy in 1116 
when policy demanded it, he was very sparing of grants from the royal 
domain, even to bishops. Of diplomatic cunning he frequently gave proof, 
especially in the circumstances of his revolt and in his negotiations with 
Paschal II. In particular he had a strong sense of the importance of in- 
fluencing opinion. There was nothing unusual in the manifestoes he issued 
in justification of his actions on important occasions, but he went farther 
than this. He prepared the way. The publication of the anonymous 
Tractatus dc invcstitura episcoporum in 1109 preluded his embassy to 
Paschal II by expounding to all the righteousness of the imperial claims. 
And he went beyond manifestoes. When he started on his journey to 
Rome in 1110, he took with him David, afterwards Bishop of Bangor, 
as the official historian of the expedition. David’s narrative has unfor- 
tunately not come down to us, but it was made use of by others, especially 

1 She had in all 23 children. By her first marriage she became mother of King 
Conrad III and grandmother of Frederick Barbarossa ; by her second marriage she 
became mother of Henry Jasomirgott, the first Duke of Austria, and of the historian. 
Bishop Otto of Freising. 
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by the chronicler EkkeharcL It was assuredly propaganda, not history; 
but it was an ingenious and novel way of ensuring an authoritative 
description of events calculated to impress contemporary opinion. 

To prevent the further decline of imperial authority, he had allied 
himself with the two powers responsible for that decline. His real policy 
was in no whit different from that of his father, so that he was playing 
a hazardous game ; and it is doubtful whether, even from his own purely 
selfish standpoint, he had taken the wisest course. To obtain the 
assistance of the Pope, he had recognised the over-riding authority of the 
sacerdotium ; he had justified his revolt against his father on the ground 
of the unfitness of an excommunicated man to be king, and had used the 
papal power of absolution to condone his perjury. To obtain the co- 
operation of the nobles, he had to abandon for a time the support of the 
towns and the reliance on the ministeriales which had been so valuable to 
his father. The nobles were, as usual, anxious to make their fiefs and 
offices hereditary, to obtain the recognition of independent powers, and 
to prevent the establishment of an over-riding royal justice. This they 
expected to ensure by the participation in the government that Henry 
had promised, and in this he humoured them for the time. Their names 
appear as witnesses to royal charters; all acts of government, even the 
nomination of bishops, are done consilio principum. For their support was 
still necessary to him, and he skilfully made use of it to oppose a united 
Germany to the claims of his other ally, the Pope. He had allowed the 
legates to sit in judgment on his father, and to wreak their vengeance to 
the full ; he had shewn himself zealous in deposing schismatic bishops at 
their dictation. All this was to his interest ; but, his father dead, he was 
not long in throwing off* the mask. It was essential that the bishops 
should be loyal subjects, and so he was careful to control elections ; and, 
worst of all to the mind of Paschal II 1 , he refused to discontinue the 
practice of lay investiture. In this, and against all claims of the Pope to 
interfere in the affairs of Germany, he had the nobles, lay and ecclesias- 
tical, almost to a man enthusiastically on his side. 

For the first five years of his reign the issue with the Pope was the 
leading question. Apart from Count Robert of Flanders, against whom 
Henry had to lead an expedition in 1107, there was no serious disturbance 
in Germany. In 1108-9 he was principally occupied on the eastern 
frontiers, where he successfully asserted himself in Bohemia but failed 
signally in his attempt to intervene in Hungary and Poland. All this time 
negotiations with the Pope had been in progress, without any satisfactory 
result, and at last in 1110 Henry decided to go to Rome to effect a 
settlement in person and to obtain the imperial crown. At the diet at 
Ratisbon at which he announced his intention, the nobles unanimously 

1 It is perhaps remarkable that Paschal in 1105, when he had the chance, did not 
take the opportunity to obtain assurances from Henry V on investiture or on any 
other point. 
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pledged themselves of their free will to accompany him. The summons 
to the expedition was universally obeyed, and it was at the head of an 
imposing army that he entered Italy in August. The absence of incident 
in Germany in these years, and the ready response to the summons, shew 
the unity of the country both under the king and against the Pope. The 
events of 1110-11 established his authority in Italy and over the Pope as 
well. Pie wrung from the Pope the concession of investiture and received 
from him the imperial crown. Countess Matilda shewed herself well- 
disposed ; the Normans in South Italy were overawed by the size of his 
army. At the end of 1111 his power in both kingdoms was at its height. 

But it rested on insecure foundations. He had dominated the Pope by 
violence, and had extracted from him a concession which provoked the un- 
yielding hostility of the Church party. Already in 11 IS Paschal retracted 
his concession, and in Burgundy in the same year Archbishop Guy of 
Vienne declared investiture to be a heresy and anathematised the Emperor, 
undeterred by the efforts of Henry to rouse the nobles and bishops of 
Burgundy against him ; while Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg, who had 
always opposed Henry’s ecclesiastical policy, abandoned his see and took 
refuge with Countess Matilda. Moreover, Henry’s government of Germany 
was only government by consent ; it depended on the good-will off the 
princes. Some of the bishops were alienated by his treatment of Paschal II ; 
the lay nobles, who had concurred in his ecclesiastical policy, were justly 
apprehensive of the independence and high-handedness of his actions 
in 1111. 

He was determined to free himself from their tutelage, now that they 
had served his purpose. So he returned to the policy of his father of 
relying on niinisteriales and lesser nobles, whose share in the government, 
dependent as they were on his favour, would be effective in his interests 
and not in their own. Above all, he concentrated on the royal domain, 
and was so sparing in his grants that he gave the appearance of miser- 
liness. He had not followed the common practice off making himself 
popular by large donations on his accession, tie bountifully rewarded 
faithful service, but that was all. Such grants as he made to ecclesiastical 
foundations were usually of little importance and for purely religious 
purposes. The bishops fared especially badly under his regime, but, with 
the working of the leaven of reform and the increasing authority of the 
Papacy, they were becoming less reliable as agents of monarchical govern- 
ment. To him, as to his father, the building of castles was a necessary step 
to protect the royal estates from the continual encroachments of the nobles. 
They too had adopted the same method of protecting their own domains, 
and against this usurpation of his prerogative he used his best endeavours, 
on the whole not unsuccessfully. It was, however, one off the causes of 
friction between him and his two chief enemies — Duke Lothar of Saxony 
and Archbishop Adalbert of Mayence. Like his father again, the rich 
domain in Saxony at first attracted his main attention ; it was there that 
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he went immediately after the successful inauguration of his revolt in 
Bavaria in 1 1 05. But after his defeat in 11 1 5 Saxony had to be abandoned. 
He then turned to a new quarter, to the south-west, where lay the rich 
lands of the middle and upper Rhine. We find him engaged in exchanges, 
revocations of previous grants, even confiscations, which all point to the 
policy of creating in this new region a centralised and compact domain. 
Finally, he attempted to revive the alliance with the towns. Especially 
to Spires in 1111 and to Worms in 1114 he gave important charters 1 , 
which raised the status and independence of the citizens by removing the 
most vexatious of the seignorial powers over their persons and property. 
He could not, however, count on their loyalty. Worms revolted more 
than once, Mayence was won over by privileges from its archbishop, 
Cologne was sometimes for and sometimes against him. tie was unable 
to win their confidence fully or to inspire the devotion that had been so 
serviceable to his father. 

In all this he was engaged in building up his resources, and in 
attempting to establish a basis for the royal authority which would make 
it independent of princely support. But he was by no means content 
merely to shake off their control. He was determined to enforce the 
recognition of his sovereign rights, and opposition only enraged him and 
revealed the arbitrary tendency of his ideas. In January 11 IS, at Merse- 
burg, he intervened as supreme judge to prohibit the unjust imprisonment 
of Count Frederick of Stade by Duke Lothar of Saxony and Margrave 
Rudolf of the North Mark. When they refused obedience to his judg- 
ment, they were deprived of their dignities, which were only restored 
after they had made submission and released Frederick. Two other 
Saxon counts were punished with close confinement for a breach of the 
peace. In July, at Mayence, he exercised another sovereign right in 
sequestrating the fiefs of Count Udalric of Weimar who had died with- 
out heirs ; he also, it seems, with the consent of a diet, added the 
allodial territory to the royal domain. Siegfried, Count-Palatine of the 
Rhine, claimed to succeed as next-of-kin to Udalric; and, in his disap- 
pointment, he started a conspiracy among the Saxon and Thuringian 
nobles, which was joined by Lothar and Margrave Rudolf, and eventually 
the whole of Saxony was ablaze with revolt. Finally, as Henry was pre- 
paring an expedition to Saxony, came the breach with his former 
chancellor, now the greatest ecclesiastic in the land, Archbishop Adalbert 
of Mayence 8 . 

1 F. Keutgen, UrJmnden zur stlldtischen Verfassungsgeschichte, Berlin, 1901, pp. 
14 sqq. 

8 The province of Mayence covered nearly half the German kingdom. It inclu ded 
14 (or, if Bamberg is taken into account, 15) suffragan bishoprics and extended as 
far as southern Saxony and Bohemia, and southwards to Chur at the Italian frontier. 
The archbishop had precedence over all nobles, lay and ecclesiastical, and as the 
leading official played the principal part at royal elections. The potentialities of this 
exalted office had been obscured by the mediocrity of the three previous archbishops 
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Adalbert, son of Count Sigehard of Saarbrlicken, owed his rise to fame 
almost entirely to the favour of Henry V. By him he had been appointed 
chancellor in 1106, before the death of Henry IV, and had received 
lavish preferment and grants from his master. On Archbishop Ruthard’s 
death in 1109, Adalbert was nominated as his successor by the king, who, 
perhaps because he did not wish to be deprived of Adalbert’s assistance 
on his important expedition to Italy, deferred investiture; the see 
remained vacant for two years, during which Henry, by virtue of his 
rights of regalia , doubtless enjoyed its revenues. On his return to 
Germany in 1111, he immediately invested Adalbert, who thereupon 
entered into possession of the temporalities of the archbishop, though not 
yet consecrated. At once a change was manifest. As chancellor he had 
been an ardent imperialist, the right-hand man of the king, who recognised 
his services and rewarded them with his confidence and with material 
benefits. He was probably the chosen instrument of Henry’s policy 
of emancipation from the control of the nobles. But as archbishop his 
interests diverged, his ambition led him to independence, and the cause 
of the princes became his. He took a strong Church line, and professed 
an ultra-papalist standpoint, though it was he who had been chiefly con- 
cerned in all the leading events of 1111 ; it was interest and not principle 
that influenced his change of view. Personal ambition was the mark of 
his career. His great aim was to establish an independent principality. 
At first he planned this in the Rhine district, and, as this brought him 
into contact with the royal domain, he was soon in conflict with the king. 
Thwarted in this endeavour, he later turned his attention with more 
success to the eastern possessions of his see, in Hesse, Thuringia, and 
Saxony 1 . 

In November 1112 the breach took place which definitely ranged 
Adalbert on the side of the king’s enemies. It was only a year after his 
investiture, but Adalbei*t had already had time to realise his new 
environment and to adopt his new outlook. It is probable that a leading 
cause of friction was the king’s exercise of the rights of regalia during the 
two years’ vacancy 8 . The final cause seems to have been a quarrel over 
two castles in the palatinate, which Adalbert refused to abandon. At 
any rate the breach was complete, and the king’s indignation, which 
found expression in a violent manifesto 3 , was unbounded. He, like 

in this period — Siegfried, Werner, and Ruthard. Adalbert seized upon them at once, 
and founded the greatness of his successors. 

1 Cf. K. H. Schmitt, Erzbischof Adalbert I von Mainz ala Territormlfiirst 
(Arbeitm zur deutschen Jlechts- und Verfassungsgeschichte, No. a), Berlin, 1920. 

2 Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbiicher Heinrichs IV und V, Vol. vi, p. 263. Doubtless 
Henry IV had exercised the same rights during the exiles of Siegfried and Ruthard, 
and it is probable that there had resulted serious encroachments on the temporalities 
of the see, which Adalbert was attempting to recover. 

3 Published by Giesebrecht, Geschichte der deutschen Kaiser zeit, Vol. nr, pp. 
1269 sq. 



Henry's victory in 1113. The revolt of 1115 159 


Henry II of England afterwards, raised his faithful chancellor to be the 
leading archbishop of his kingdom, expecting to gain a powerful supporter, 
and found in him his most dangerous opponent. Adalbert set off to join 
his new associates in Saxony; the king was marching thither at the same 
time, and their ways converged. The quarrel broke out afresh. Adalbert 
firmly refused to yield what he held; he was taken prisoner and exposed 
to severe privations. This arbitrary act, in which the judgment of the 
princes played no part, increased the alarm and suspicion which had 
already caused revolt to break out in Saxony. 

The first revolt against Henry V was ill-organised, and was effectively 
suppressed in 1113. The royal army under Count Hoier of Mansfeld won 
a decisive victory at Warmstadt near Quedlinburg. Siegfried died of 
wounds, and the palatinate of the Rhine was confen’ed on Henry’s faith- 
ful supporter, Count Godfrey of Cabv. Count Wiprecht of Groitsch was 
taken prisoner and condemned to death; the sentence was commuted to 
three years’ imprisonment, but his possessions were confiscated and his 
two sons rendered homeless. Of the other leaders. Count Louis of 
Thuringia and Bishop Reinhard of Halberstadt made submission and 
received the royal pardon. Henry was triumphant, and hoped that 
Adalbert would have learnt from their failure and his own sufferings the 
folly of resistance; the archbishop was brought before the king at 
Worms, but he refused to yield and was taken back to his prison. The 
next year, on 7 January 1114, the Emperor celebrated his victory by his 
marriage at Mayence with Matilda, the eleven-year-old daughter of 
Henry I of England. To Mayence came Duke Lothar to make humble 
submission and to be restored to favour. But the concord was immediately 
broken by Henry’s sudden and arbitrary imprisonment of Count Louis 
of Thuringia. This further breach of the custom, by which the nobles 
claimed to be condemned only by the sentence of their peers, roused 
wide-spread resentment, and in other quarters besides Saxony. To 
Henry’s arbitrary treatment of the archbishop and the count may be 
ascribed the disasters that immediately followed. 

They started in an unexpected quarter. Henry had just commenced 
a punitive expedition against the Frisians in May, when the town of 
Cologne suddenly revolted. It was not left alone to face the wrath of the 
Emperor. Not only the Archbishop, Frederick, but also the leading 
nobles of Lorraine, the lower Rhine, and Westphalia joined in the 
insurrection. Henry failed before Cologne, and on I October was 
decisively defeated at Andernach in Westphalia. The news of his defeat 
gave the necessary encouragement to the disaffected nobles in East Saxony 
and Thuringia, This time the revolt was better organised, with Duke 
Lothar at the head, and all the other nobles, lay and ecclesiastical, 
participating. The two armies met at Welfesholze on 11 February 1115, 
and again Henry suffered a severe defeat. Utterly discomfited, he was 
forced to abandon Saxony and retire to Mayence, where he negotiated for 
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peace; but Lothar refused his terms. And meanwhile the Saxons revived 
their old alliance with the Church party, which was able to take advantage 
of Henry’s defeat to raise its head in Germany once more. Ii»t Jht 
Cardinal-bishop Cuno pronounced excommunication on Henry at Col g 
and in Saxony; then the Cardinal-priest Theodonc, who had been • 

papal legate to Hungary, came by invitation to a diet at Goslai. and - 
peated the same sentence. In the north and north- lyes emy was P 

cally friendless. But he was not reduced to the humiliation of his father m 
1073 and 1076. The southern nobles did not join m the revol , > 

though only his nephew Duke Frederick of Swabia was actively on his 
side,' the other leading princes at any rate remained neutral. They di 
not make use of his weakness to acquire a share in the government. 

At this moment the death of Countess Matilda of Tuscany (~ < y) 
made it imperative for Henry to proceed to Italy to make good his claim 
to her inheritance. It was all the more necessary to procure 
Germany. A diet for this purpose was summoned to meet at Mayencc 
on 1 November. Henry waited there in vain; his enemies itf^ed *° 
appear, and only a few bishops obeyed the summons Taking advantage 
of his weakness, the people of Mayence suddenly assailed him in fofeand 
compelled him to release their archbishop, pvmg securities foi fe _ 
behaviour; and at Spires in December Adalbert was reconciled with the 
Emperor, taking an oath of fealty and giving his nephews as hostages. 
The hardships suffered during his three years imprisonment had not 
daunted the spirit of the archbishop. Neither his oath nor the safety of 
his nephews deterred him from his purpose of active hostility. Ita we t 
at once to Cologne, where the bishops under Archbishop I ' tdet ck , t he 
nobles under Duke Lothar, were awaiting the arrival of the Caiclmal- 
legate Theodoric to complete the plans of the new alliance, Hie le 
died on the journey, and Adalbert soon dominated the proceedings. 1 ns 
of all he was consecrated archbishop by Bishop Otto of Bamberg; foi, 
though he had been invested four years previously, he had not yet 
received consecration. Then, in conjunction with Archbishop Fiedeiick 
of Cologne, he held a synod at which the ban of the Church was 
pronounced against the Emperor. Henry sent Bishop Lrlung of W uu- 
bura to negotiate on his behalf, hut Erlung himself was won over, and 
oil his return refrained from communion with the Emperor. In revenge 
Henry deprived him of the semi-ducal position held by the Bishops of 
Wurzburg in Eastern Franconia, and conferred the judicial authority 
there, with the rank of duke, on his nephew Conrad, brother ol Duke 

Frederick of Swabia 1 . 1 i. i 

In spite of the dangerous situation in Germany, Henry embarked 
his second expedition to Italy in Lent 1116 and was absent for two years. 
In the acquisition of Matilda’s allodial territories, as well as the disposition 
i This iudiciaria potestas was, however, restored to the bishop m 1120. Conrad 
seems to have retained the ducal title. 
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of the fiefs she had held from the Empire, he obtained considerable ad- 
vantages. He was able naturally to increase the royal domain, to acquire 
a new source of revenue, and also to gain adherents among the towns by 
generous grants of charters. His further attempt to crush papal resistance 
and to establish an anti-Pope was, as usual, a failure. His absence made 
little difference to Germany. The north was hopeless from his point of 
view, and the southern nobles remained quiet. The government of 
Germany was entrusted by him to Duke Frederick of Swabia and Godfrey, 
Count-Palatine of the Rhine. They performed faithfully and with no 
small success the task entrusted to them. The position rather improved 
than otherwise ; the area of disturbance was at any rate diminished. The 
centre and mainspring of revolt was Archbishop Adalbert; his settled 
determination was to injure the royal power by every means at his dis- 
posal, to win over or to ruin all Henry’s supporters. Without him the 
desire for peace might have prevailed, but he kept alive the civil war. 
W e read of continual fighting, though always on a small scale, of sieges 
and counter-sieges, of attempts at negotiation that came to nothing, and 
of a general disregard for law' and order which gave to the robber and the 
brigand an undreamt-of security. 

At last, however, events in Italy affected the German situation and 
necessitated the Emperor’s return. The definite revival of the schism 
between Empire and Papacy with the excommunication of Henry V by 
Pope.Gelasius II in April 1118, and the activity of the Cardinal-bishop 
Cuno as papal legate, gave renewed vigour to the Church party in Germany. 
Adalbert ensured the fidelity of Mayence by an important grant of 
privileges, and the Bishops of Worms and Spires (the latter his own 
brother) now joined him. The episcopate as a whole was no longer sub- 
servient to the Emperor, whose control of elections had been considerably 
weakened ; while Adalbert, on the other hand, by his appointment this 
year as papal legate, gained increased authority over it. The anti- 
imperialists, lay and ecclesiastical, now revived the plan of 1076 of a diet, 
to be held at Wurzburg, to which the Emperor was to be summoned to 
answer the charges against him. Henry returned from Italy in August, 
just in time to prevent this, and his appearance in Lorraine speedily 
restored the balance in his favour. The situation did not permit of his 
acting with the masterfulness that had given so much offence before, but 
his diplomatic skill was able to make use of the strong desire for peace. 
He gave earnest of his own intentions when he opened negotiations with 
the new Pope, Calixtus II, in 1119; he could hardly be blamed for their 
failure, and he was little affected by the renewal of excommunication. In 
Lower Lorraine his position decidedly improved, especially when the town 
of Cologne declared for him and expelled its archbishop. Frederick made 
his way to Saxony, but even that duchy was no longer a sure refuge for 
the Emperor’s enemies. For Henry himself was at Goslar in January 1120, 
able to visit his Saxon domain for the first time since his defeat in 1115 ; 
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and a number of Saxon nobles, including Duke Lothar, were with him at 
court. The bishops, obedient to the papal sentence, held aloof, but the 
lay nobles were anxious above all for peace, though a peace of their own 
making. Henry wisely took no steps to revenge himself for the excommuni- 
cation, and, by withholding support from the anti-Pope, facilitated the 
re-opening of negotiations. Adalbert alone was stubborn against recon- 
ciliation, but his very obstinacy caused the German princes to take action. 
When in June 1121 he marched with an army from Saxony to the relief 
of Mayenee, which was threatened by the Emperor, they intervened de- 
cisively for peace, and a diet was summoned to meet at W urzburg. 

The diet met on 29 September, and an armistice was arranged which, 
besides re-establishing order in Germany, created the necessary conditions 
precedent to a settlement of the issue between Pope and Emperor. Henry 
was to recognise the Pope, and meanwhile king, churches, and individuals 
were to be in undisturbed possession of their rights and lands; bishops 
who had been canonically elected and consecrated were to be left in peace- 
ful occupation of their sees, and the Bishops of Worms and Spires were 
to be reinstated, though the town of Worms was to remain in royal 
hands; prisoners and hostages were to be mutually restored. The princes 
then bound themselves to use their mediation between Emperor and Pope 
to bring about a settlement on the question of investiture which would 
not impair the honour of the kingdom, and on the other hand to act in 
concert against any attempt of the king to avenge himself on any of his 
enemies. The Bavarian nobles, who were not present at Wurzburg, gave 
their assent to these conditions on 1 November. The princes had thus 
taken affairs into their own hands, and by their unanimity had restored 
peace and order to the kingdom. In this they rendered it a great service, 
and probably the same result could have been achieved in no other way. 
But it was a restoration of their control of the government, and was a 
measure of the weakness of the royal authority. The king had no alter- 
native but to acquiesce; and indeed he welcomed their intervention as a 
means of extricating himself from the impasse in his relations with the 
Pope. An embassy was sent at the beginning of 1122 to Rome, where it 
was well received by Calixtus, and three cardinal-legates with full powers 
were dispatched to Germany 1 . Archbishop Adalbert alone, in spite of a 
letter from the Pope expressing his earnest desire for peace, did his best 
to prevent a reconciliation, and made what use he could of the disputed 
election at Wurzburg which followed on the death of Bishop Erlung. 
But the papal legates resisted his attempts to promote discord, and by 
their tactful management of the difficult preliminaries were able to get 
general consent to the holding of a council. This was summoned by them 
to meet at Mayenee on 8 September. The place of meeting was, however, 
naturally distasteful to Henry, and, as a concession to him, the Council 
eventually took place at Worms on 23 September 1122. 

1 Of these legates, two became Popes — Honorius II and Innocent II. 
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The Concordat of Worms was a treaty for peace between the two 
great powers, the spiritual and the temporal heads of Western Christendom. 
As such it gave public recognition to the position the Papacy had 
acquired in the course of the struggle. It gave recognition too to another 
fact — the distinction between the spiritual and the temporal functions of 
the episcopate. Over the bishops in Italy and Burgundy royal control 
was appreciably diminished; in Germany it was in effect retained. The 
king abandoned investiture with ring and staff, but he could now claim 
papal sanction for his control of elections, and the grant of the regalia, 
was recognised as implying the performance of duties to the king — quae 
ex his hire debet — -in return. On 11 November a diet was held at Bamberg, 
composed mainly of the princes who were not present at Worms. They 
unanimously ratified the Concordat, which thereby became a constitution 
of the kingdom. The relations of the king with the bishops and abbots 
of Germany were thus put on a legal basis, and the election of Udalric as 
Abbot of Fulda gave an immediate occasion to put the new practice into 
effect. Even Adalbert had been constrained to subscribe at Worms, but 
he immediately wrote to the Pope attempting to prejudice him against 
the Emperor. He was quite unsuccessful, however. He saw his old 
associates welcoming the Concordat at Bamberg; and finally the ratifica- 
tion of the Church was given at the Lateran Council in March 1128, to 
which the Pope, in anticipation of the greatness of the event, had issued 
a general summons in June of the preceding year, and which ranks as 
the First Ecumenical Council to be held in the West. The concord be- 
tween Empire and Papacy was not to be broken again in Adalbert’s 
lifetime. 

Peace without mastery was the conclusion of Henry’s struggle with 
the Pope. In Germany he achieved neither peace nor mastery. The 
course of time had produced a great change in the relation of the nobles, 
originally royal officials, with the king 1 . The counts had in many cases 
ceased to hold directly from the king, and as a result of marriages, 
divisions of the inheritance, and the like, their possessions often bore 
little relation to their titles. Above all the dukes, whose power and in- 
dependence the first two Salian kings had successfully combated, had 
during the long civil wars and the Church schism recovered much of their 
old authority. In Bavaria the Welfs were creating an almost independent 
state: a hereditary duchy with the subordinate nobles — margraves and 
even the count-palatine as well as ordinary counts — in a vassal relation- 
ship to the duke. There was no hostility to Henry V who did not in- 
terfere, but Bavaria seems to hold itself aloof and to act as a separate 
unit; at the Diet of Wurzburg in 1121 Bavaria was not represented, but 
gave its assent later. The Hohenstaufen were working to the same end 
in Swabia, but the influence of the Dukes of Zahringen prevented them 
from achieving complete mastery, and their participation in the govern - 
1 Cf. Giesebreclit, op. oit, Vol. in, pp. 960 sqq. 
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ment of the kingdom was more important to them than a policy of 
isolation. But both Duke Frederick and his brother Conrad were 
actively employed in increasing the Hohenstaufen domains, and in pro- 
tecting their acquisitions by castles 1 . This was likely soon to conflict 
with the similar policy of the Emperor in the neighbouring districts, and 
perhaps it is for this reason that signs of friction between Henry and his 
nephews began to appear towards the end of his reign. No such policy 
was possible in Lorraine, where the division into two duchies, the weak- 
ness of the dukes, and the strength of the other nobles, lay and eccle- 
siastical, had destroyed all cohesion; in this region and in Franconia it 
was more possible for royal authority to recover ground. 

But the most important centre of particularism had always been 
Saxony, and it became increasingly so under Duke Lothar. The son of a 
petty count, he had acquired the allodial territories, and the consequent 
prestige, of the two most powerful antagonists of Henry IY — Otto of 
Nordheim and Ekbert of Brunswick. He held a position greatly superior 
to that of his predecessors, the Billungs, and by his victory in 1115 
became the acknowledged leader of the Saxons. His intention evidently 
was to unite Saxony under his rule and to exclude the royal authority. 
The Saxon nobles were by no means prepared to submit to the first part 
of this programme, but Lothar vigorously encountered opposition and 
usually with success; his activity extended to expeditions against the 
Wends, and by these aggressive measures he protected the north-eastern 
frontiers. His policy of isolation was indicated by his abstention from the 
Diet of Wurzburg and the Concordat of Worms. He departed from it 
to some extent in 1123 when he supported, rather half-heartedly, his step- 
sister Gertrude of Holland, who was allied with Bishop Godebald of 
Utrecht against the Emperor. But he was quite determined to resist 
royal interference within his duchy. On the death in 1123 of Henry, 
Margrave of Meissen and the East Mark and step-brother to Lothar’s 
wife, the Emperor appointed Herman II of Winzenburg to Meissen and 
Wiprecht of Groitsch (a former rebel, now tamed to loyalty by imprison- 
ment) to the East Mark. Lothar treated these appointments as being 
in his own gift, and gave Meissen to Conrad of Wettin and the East 
Mark to Albert the Bear, son of Count Otto of Ballenstadt and grandson 
of Duke Magnus. Henry Y summoned Duke Vladislav of Bohemia to 
support his candidates, but Lothar successfully resisted him and made 
effective his claim to usurp a sovereign right. In 1124 Henry, victorious 
over Gertrude and Godebald, assembled a diet at Bamberg before which 
Lothar was summoned to appear. He did not obey the summons, but 
the expedition decreed against him was deferred owing to Henry’s pre- 
occupations in the west. Lothar remained defiant, and no further action 
was taken against him. 

1 Frederick was famous as a builder of castles ; cf. -Otto of Freising, Gesta JMderid.. 
imperatoriis, Bk. i, c. 12, SOUS, p. 28. 
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Unsuccessful in the internal struggle, the king could not restore 
imperial authority in the eastern states once subject to the Empire, In 
the peaceful years at the beginning of his reign he had made a determined 
effort. In Bohemia his suzerainty was recognised, and his decision was 
effective in favour of Svatopluk who expelled his cousin Duke Borivoi in 
1107, and on Svatopluk’s murder in 1109 in favour of Vladislav, Borivoi’s 
son; from both he obtained the payment of tribute. But, like his father, 
he had to be content with Bohemian allegiance. His intervention in 
Hungary (1108) and in Poland (1109) ended in hopeless failure. 
Immediately afterwards his attention was diverted to his Italian expedi- 
tion, and he had no opportunity, even if he had the inclination, to 
intervene again. But, in the north-east, German influence began to 
spread by another agency. The great missionary work of Bishop Otto of 
Bamberg in Pomerania started at the end of Henry Vs reign; idols and 
temples were overthrown, and eight churches built. This was a revival of 
the old method of penetration by missionaries, and though Otto’s work 
was done by the invitation and under the protection of Duke Boleslav III 
of Poland, who wished to Christianise where he had conquered, it was 
German influence that permeated the country; the new churches were 
closely attached to Bamberg, and the first bishop in Pomerania was Otto’s 
friend and helper, Adalbert. This was to be the beginning of a new 
wave of German penetration among the Slavs. 

Henry V, indeed, had no pai't in this. In the last year of his life he 
was turning his attention to a novel foreign policy. He had come into 
close touch, owing to his marriage, with the English king, and he was 
induced by Henry I to enter into an alliance against King Louis VI of 
France, from which he hoped perhaps to recoup himself by conquest for 
his loss of authority in his own kingdom. But the expedition was 
unpopular in Germany; he could only collect a small force, and he was 
obliged to retire ignominiously before the large army which assembled 
to defend France from invasion. In 1125 he is said to have conceived 
the plan, also suggested by his father-in-law, of raising money by a 
general tax on the English model ; it would have made him independent 
of the nobles, who strongly resisted the innovation 1 . The only result was 
to add to his unpopularity, which was increased by a severe famine and 
pestilence; though this was the natural result of two hard winters, the 
common people attributed to him the responsibility for their sufferings. 
It was in these circumstances that he fell ill and died in his forty-fourth 
year on 23 May 1125. On his death-bed he made his nephew, Duke 
Frederick of Swabia, his heir and named him as his successor; the royal 
insignia were placed in the castle of Trifels under the charge of the 
Empress Matifda. At Spires the last of the Salian house was given royal 
burial beside his three predecessors, but there were few to mourn the 
ruler who had been able to win the affection of none. Fear he had 
1 Otto of Freising, Chronica, Bk. vn, c. 16, SGUS, p. 332. 
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inspired, and there were soon stories current that he was not dead, and a 
pretender even arose in Burgundy claiming to be Henry V; no one 
wished him back, but there was much popular apprehension of his 
return. 

His personality was such as to inspire fear but not affection. The one 
was a useful attribute in dealing with the nobles, but without the other 
he could not gain the support necessary to keep them in check. The 
middle and lower classes in the towns, and the lower classes in the country- 
side as well, had felt a regard for Henry IV which was not merely due to 
privileges obtained from him. Henry V was never able to win this regard 
despite his privileges, and the revolts of important towns were often a 
serious handicap to him. So the nobles, whom he had used to defeat his 
father and to defeat the Pope, had proved too strong for him in the end. 
Only by their renewed participation in the government was peace restored 
to Germany and the schism in the Church healed. And so particularism 
prevailed, and ducal authority rose again even in Swabia and Bavaria, 
but especially in Saxony, where Lothar had challenged an undoubtedly 
royal right by his claims to appoint his subordinates. To the end he 
was defiant, a rebel against royal authority. But the imperial idea was 
still strong, and so too was the hereditary principle. Had Henry had a 
son, he would doubtless have succeeded to the throne with fair chances of 
success. That Henry died childless was a fact of the first importance in 
the history of Germany, and incidentally in the history of England as 
well. His bitterest enemy, the Archbishop of Mayence, was still alive, and 
it was the Archbishop of Mayence who by prescriptive right had the first 
voice in the election of a king. Skilfully Adalbert used his advantage to 
get possession of the royal insignia and to defeat the candidature of 
Henry’s heir, Duke Frederick of Swabia. Led by him, the princes 
triumphantly vindicated the claim they had vainly tried to assert at 
Forehheim in 1077, and deliberately rejected the next-of-kin. The election 
of Lothar was a step forward towards the eventual victory of the electoral 
over the hereditary principle. 



CHAPTER IV. 

(A) 

THE CONQUEST OF SOUTH ITALY AND SICILY 
BY THE NORMANS. 

When the Normans made their appearance at the beginning of the 
eleventh century, South Italy was divided into a large number of 
small states. Sicily was occupied by the Saracens, Apulia and Calabria 
by the Byzantines ; Gaeta, Naples, and Amalfi were all three republics ; 
Benevento, Capua, and Salerno were the capitals of three Lombard 
principalities, which were bounded on the north by the Papal State. 

In spite of this subdivision caused by the anarchy which had prevailed 
throughout the south of the peninsula during the ninth and tenth 
centuries, Byzantine historians imply that South Italy had not changed 
in any particular and that the Greek Emperors still maintained their 
predominance. It is indeed true that the continual warfare and constant 
rivalries between the principal towns of South Italy often led one of 
the combatants to have recourse to Byzantium; appeals thus made to 
the sovereign authority of the Emperor no doubt contributed to the 
maintenance in Constantinople of the idea that the imperial sovereignty 
was still recognised by provinces which seem in fact to have been 
absolutely independent. The Byzantine possessions properly so called 
now consisted only of Apulia, the region of Otranto, and Calabria, and, 
although the Greek Empire gained much prestige by the reconquest of 
Italy undertaken by Basil II, yet — even in the territory under its 
sway — it only exercised a somewhat feeble authority and its power was 
by no means firmly established. 

In spite of the attempt at Hellenisation made in the tenth century, 
Byzantium only partially succeeded in its efforts to assimilate the in- 
habitants of the territory taken from the Lombards. Only Calabria and 
the district of Otranto really succumbed to Greek influence. There was 
not the same result in Apulia, where Byzantium encountered a very 
strong and persistent Lombard influence which could neither be crushed 
nor undermined. It was thus that the Lombards retained the use of 
Latin, and obliged the Greek Emperors to allow the maintenance of Latin 
bishoprics in many towns, to tolerate the practice of Lombard law, and 
to admit native officials into the local administration. Thus the links 
which bound South Italy to Constantinople were very weak. Byzantium 
had shewn itself incapable of defending the country and giving security. 

The position arising from the strength of the native element and the 
weakness of the central power favoured the development of autonomy in 
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the cities and led to the establishment of real communes. On the other 
hand, there were many burdens on the inhabitants, and the country was 
crushed under the weight of taxes and military levies. Thus the advan- 
tages derived by the populations under Byzantine sway from their sub- 
mission to the Empire did not seem commensurate with the burdens they 
had to bear, and there arose a general state of discontent, which at the 
close of the tenth century found expression in the frequent assassination 
of Byzantine officials and in constant revolts; these were facilitated by the 
organisation of local bands — the conterati. It was easy for Byzantium to 
overcome the first isolated attempts, but her task became more difficult 
when there arose leaders capable of attracting malcontents, organising 
their forces, and directing the struggle with the Greeks in a firm 
resolution to attain the freedom of their country. The first great revolt 
was that of Melo. 

Melo belonged to the Lombard aristocracy. He was a native of Bari, 
and exerted considerable influence not only in his birthplace but through- 
out Apulia. Openly hostile to the Byzantines whose yoke he wished to 
cast off, Melo first sought to rouse his countrymen in 1009. He was 
secretly supported by the Lombard Princes of Capua and Salerno. This 
first attempt failed, and the Lombard leader, forced into exile, probably 
betook himself to Germany, and besought the Emperor Henry II to 
intervene in the affairs of South Italy. By 1016 he was back in his 
own country. In that year he entered into negotiations with a band of 
Norman pilgrims who had come on pilgrimage to the shrine of St Michael 
on Monte Gargano, and begged for their help in driving out the Greeks. 
The Norman knights did not accept the offers made to them, but promised 
Melo that they would encourage their compatriots to join him. 

The Norman knights of Monte Gargano may probably be identified 
with the pilgrims spoken of by the chronicler Aime of Monte Cassino. 
According to him, at a time when Salerno was besieged by the 
Saracens, a band of Norman knights returning from the Holy Land 
disembarked there. Scarcely had they landed before they fell on the 
infidels and put them to flight. Amazed at the courage of these 
unexpected allies, Guaimar IV, Prince of Salerno, and the inhabitants of 
the city begged them to remain, but the Normans refused. In view of 
this refusal Guaimar thereupon decided to send back messengers with the 
pilgrims to raise a body of Norman auxiliaries in Normandy itself. 

If we admit the identity of the pilgrims of Salerno with the pilgrims 
of Monte Gargano, which is almost inevitable, we are led to believe 
that the meeting of Melo and the Normans was not accidental, but that 
it was arranged by Guaimar IV, who had already supported the Lombard 
leader in his rebellion. In any case the body of auxiliaries raised in 
Normandy on the return of the Norman pilgrims was recruited on behalf 
of both Melo and Guaimar. 

The Lombard envoys easily succeeded in raising a sufficiently power- 
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ful body of auxiliaries in Normandy. At this period, indeed, Normandy 
was pre-eminently the land of adventurers. The frequent emigrations, 
often referred to, were due not only to a natural tendency of the race 
but to the existence of a population too dense for the country, part of 
which was therefore obliged to expatriate itself. Moreover, as a result of 
the violent quarrels and constant struggles between the nobles, there was 
always a certain number of men who were obliged, by crime or misfor- 
tune, to leave their country. There was no lack of this element in the 
first band recruited for the Prince of Salerno. The leader who com- 
manded it, Gilbert le Tonnelier (the Cooper, Buatere, Botericus), had 
incurred the anger of Duke Richard by an assassination. He was accom- 
panied by four of his brothers, Rainulf, Asclettin, Osmond, and Rodolf. 

On their arrival in Italy, the Normans divided into two parties, one 
of which joined Melo, while the other entered the service of the Prince 
of Salerno. Melo was awaiting the coming of his Norman auxiliaries 
before making a fresh attempt to drive out the Byzantines. In 1017, 
supported by Guaimar IV and by Pandulf (Paldolf) III, ruler of Capua, 
he attacked Apulia, and soon became master of all the country between 
the Fortore and Trani. In October 1018, however, the Byzantines de- 
stroyed the rebel army at Cannae, and the Catapan Boioannes re-estab- 
lished imperial authority throughout Apulia. 

While the vanquished Melo sought the support of Henry II and fled 
to Germany, where he eventually died, the Normans who had come to 
Italy entered the service of various nobles. Some remained with Guaimar 
IV, others were engaged by Prince Pandulf of Benevento, others by 
x\tenolf, Abbot of Monte Cassino, and the rest by the Counts of Ariano. 
Some of this last party entered the service of the Greeks a little later, 
and were established at Troia by the Catapan Boioannes. 

For some years the Normans played only a secondary part in Italy, 
content to reap an advantage by turning to their own ends the rivalries 
which sowed discord between the rulers of the Lombard states. After 
the death of Henry II (1024), Pandulf III, Prince of Capua, who had 
been made prisoner by the deceased Emperor, was set free by his suc- 
cessor Conrad. With the help of the Greeks, Pandulf regained his 
dominions, and soon took advantage of the death of Guaimar IV (1027) 
and the succession of his son Guaimar V (still in his minority) to extend 
his dominions at the expense of the neighbouring principalities. Sergius 
IV, Duke of Naples, realising that his state was threatened by Pandulf, 
whom Aime refers to as the “ fortissime lupe ” of the Abruzzi, called to his 
aid the Normans under Rainulf’s command. He took them into his service, 
and conceded A versa and its dependencies to their leader (about 1029). 

This was not the first occasion on which the Normans had been 
granted territory since their arrival in Italy, but none of the settlements 
thus founded had ever developed. It was Rainulf’s personality which 
ensured the success of the county of Aversa. He had hitherto played 
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only a secondary part in Italian affairs, but now shewed himself to be a 
very shrewd and clever politician. He appears to have been the first 
Norman capable of rising above his immediate personal interest to further 
the attainment of some future political object. Devoid of scruples, guided 
only by interested motives, in no way hampered by feelings of gratitude, 
he possessed all the requisite qualities for arriving at a high political 
position. Throughout his career he had a marvellous capacity for always 
attaching himself to the stronger party. In 1034 Rainulf deserted 
Sergius IV to enter the service of the Prince of Capua, whom he presently 
forsook in 1037 to join the young Prince of Salerno, Guaimar V. The 
last-named soon restored the earlier ascendency of the principality of 
Salerno, thanks to the assistance of the Normans, and his success was 
crowned in 1038 on the arrival of the Emperor Conrad, who reunited the 
principality of Capua with Salerno. 

The establishment of the Normans at Aversa was followed by a con- 
siderable influx of their compatriots, a tendency always warmly encouraged 
by Rainulf. The new arrivals were cordially received at his court, and 
very soon Aversa became the centre where all adventurers coming from 
Normandy could forgather; it was a kind of market where those in need 
of soldiers could engage them. 

Among the adventurers who came thither between 1034 and 1087 
were the sons of a petty Norman noble, Tancred de Hauteville, whose 
name was to receive enduring renown from the exploits of his descen- 
dants. Tancred, who held a fief of ten men-at-arms at Hauteville-la- 
Gldcharde near Coutances, was not rich enough to bestow an inheritance 
on all his numerous children. By his first wife, Muriella, he had five 
sons, William, Drogo, Humphrey, Geoffrey, and Sarlo ; by his second, 
Fressenda, he had Robert Guiscard, Mauger, William, Auvrai, Tancred, 
Humbert, and Roger, to say nothing of daughters. The two eldest sons, 
William and Drogo, realising the modest future which awaited them if 
they remained under the paternal roof, resolved to seek their fortunes 
abroad, and started for Aversa. 

Not all the Normans who came to Italy entered Rainulffs service, 
numerous parties remaining either in the service of Salerno or in that of 
Byzantium. The greater number flocked to join the army which the 
Greek Empire, when threatened by the Sicilian Saracens, determined to 
dispatch under the command of George Maniaces. During this expe- 
dition (1038-1040) difficulties, either with reference to pay or to the 
division of booty, arose between the Greek general and his Norman and 
Scandinavian auxiliaries, who finally left the army. The leader of the 
Norman forces, a Milanese adventurer named Ardoin, joined the Catapan 
Michael Doceanus, while his troops dispersed, most of them returning 
either to Salerno or to Aversa. 

Ardoin, who was almost immediately appointed topoteretes , or 
governor, of the district of Melfi, soon realised that the position of the 
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Greeks in Apulia was very precarious, and that there was a magnificent 
opportunity for bold adventurers such as those he had lately commanded. 
At that time, indeed, discontent was rampant in Apulia because of the 
levies in men and money necessitated by the war in Sicily. Profiting by 
the reduction of the Byzantine forces due to the Sicilian expedition, the 
Lombards had resumed their agitation, assassinations of Byzantine 
officials were becoming multiplied, and Argyrus, Melo’s son, was endea- 
vouring to rouse his compatriots; Ardoin therefore visited Rainulf, who 
was then regarded as leader of the Normans, and raised a force of three 
hundred men commanded by a dozen leaders, chief of whom were Pierron, 
son of Amyas, and the two sons of Tancred de Hauteville, William of 
the Iron Arm and Drogo, who had both become famous during the 
Sicilian war. Half of the land to be conquered was to be reserved for 
Ardoin, the other half to be given to the Normans. 

With the help of the Normans, the Lombard rebels won a series of 
victories, the most important being that of Montemaggiore (4 Mayl041). 
Atenolf, brother of the Prince of Benevento, was then chosen as leader 
by the insurgents. This choice shews clearly that the Normans were not 
yet masters, and proves the Lombard character of the insurrection. After 
the victory of Montepeloso in September 1041, Atenolf was superseded 
by Argyrus, Melo’s son, in spite of Guaimar’s efforts to be elected as 
leader (February 1042). 

The rebellion came near to being crushed when Maniaces was 
appointed governor of South Italy in the spring of 1042, but, when 
he fell out of favour in September of the same year, the Byzantine 
general crossed the Adriatic to march on Constantinople. Pie took with 
him some of the Norman adventurers, who after his death entered the 
service of the Greek Empire. They were the nucleus of the Norman 
force which was formed in Byzantium, a force swelled every year by the 
ai'rival of other adventurers from Italy. Soon Normans were chosen to 
fill some of the highest offices at court, and a few years later one of 
them, Roussel de Bailleul, even aspired to mount the throne of 
Constantinople. 

It was only after the departure of Maniaces that the Normans assumed 
control of the insurrection. When Argyrus deserted to the Greeks, the 
Normans took advantage of his treachery to choose the Prince of Salerno 
as leader. At the same time they divided among their own chiefs the 
territory at the conquest of which they aimed, and during the following 
years, under the command of William of the Iron Arm, they pursued 
the methodical subjugation of the Byzantine provinces. Henceforth 
the struggle with the Greeks was incessant, and every year the Norman 
conquest crept further south. 

During this period Guaimar remained the ally of the Normans, but 
his authority was no longer unquestioned. At the death of Rainulf 
of Aversa in 1045, he was unsuccessful in imposing his candidate, and 
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was obliged to recognise Rainulf II Trincanocte. About tbe same time 
William of the Iron Arm died, and his brother Drogo was recognised as 
leader of the Apulian Normans (1048). 

The position of the Normans was not affected by the visit of the 
Emperor Henry III in 1047; but Guaimar was not so fortunate, as 
Capua was taken from him and restored to Pandulf III. The years which 
followed the coming of Henry III were the most active period of the 
Norman conquest. We know nothing of the details of events, but we 
can judge what this conquest meant to the unfortunate inhabitants of 
southern Italy by the adventures of Robert Guiscard, one of the sons of 
Tancred de Hauteville, a late arrival in Italy. 

A fair giant of Herculean strength, with a ruddy complexion, broad 
shoulders, and flashing eyes — such is the description given by Anna 
Comnena of the hero who intimidated her father — Guiscard was coldly 
received by his brothers, and he had an uphill struggle at first, as he 
passed from the service of Pandulf to that of Drogo. The latter assigned 
to him the conquest of one of the poorest parts of the country, Calabria, 
where only a scanty profit could be made. Established first at Scribla in 
the valley of Crati, subsequently at San Marco, Guiscard led the life of 
a robber chief, pillaging, destroying the harvests, burning down houses 
and olive-groves, laying waste the tracts he could not conquer, holding 
up merchants to ransom, and robbing travellers. Unable to obtain food 
or horses save by robbery, Guiscard shrank from no violence, and nothing 
was sacred to him ; he respected neither old age, nor women and children, 
and on occasion he spared neither church nor monastery. In these cir- 
cumstances Robert gained the reputation of a bold and resolute leader, 
and his support was soon sought by Gerard, lord of Buonalbergo, who 
joined him and brought with him two hundred knights. From that day 
Robert’s fortune was made, and he began to “devour” the earth. 

The life led by other Norman chiefs differed in no way from that of 
Guiscard; we can therefore easily imagine the unhappy lot of the 
wretched population of South Italy while the Norman conquest was in 
progress. From their midst there soon arose a clamour of distress and 
a cry of hate against the oppressors, which reached the Pope, Leo IX. 
Touched by the complaints of the victims of Norman cruelty, the 
Pope, who blamed" the conquerors above all for making no distinction 
between the property of God and the property of the laity, deter- 
mined to intervene. His first visit to South Italy (1049) led to no result, 
Leo IX then begged for the support of Henry III. On his return 
from Germany, he received an embassy from the people of Benevento, 
who, to save their city, handed it over to him (1051). Being therefore 
more directly interested, and supported moreover by the Emperor, 
the Pope henceforward intervened much more actively in the affairs of 
southern Italy. 

In these circumstances a wide-spread plot was organised to assassinate 
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all the Normans on the same day. This attempt failed, only Drogo and 
some sixty of his companions being massacred (1051). Drogo V death had 
considerable importance, because by the position he had acquired he 
stood for the type of Norman who had succeeded, who maintained a 
degree of order in his territory and was no longer a mere brigand chief. 
After his disappearance there was no one with whom the Pope could 
negotiate. Henceforward anarchy increased, and for some time the 
Normans were without a leader* 

Leo IX determined to have recourse to arms, and collected around 
him all the native nobles with the exception of Guaimar V, who refused 
to fight against his allies. The situation was not changed by the assassi- 
nation of Guaimar (June 1052), for the Normans, led by Humphrey, 
established Gisulf, son of the dead prince, at Salerno, although their 
support cost him very dear. The following year (1053), having recruited 
troops even as far as Germany, Leo IX marched against the Normans, 
after having come to terms with Argyrus, who represented the Greek 
Emperor at Bari. His force was defeated at Civitate on the banks 
of the Fortore, and he himself was taken prisoner (23 June 1053). The 
conquerors knelt before their august prisoner, but did not release him 
until he had agreed to all their demands. We know nothing of the agree- 
ment thus signed. 

The death of Leo IX (19 April 1054) was followed by a long period 
of unrest. Richard, Count of A versa, nephew of Rainulf I and son 
of Asclettin, extended his possessions at the expense of Gisulf of Salerno, 
of the Duke of Gaeta, and of the Counts of Aquino. The Normans still 
advanced southward; they reached Otranto and Lecce; Guiseard took 
Gallipoli, and laid the territory of Taranto waste. In Calabria he came 
to terms with Cosenza, Bisignano, and Martirano. He also attacked the 
principality of Salerno, and his brother William, appointed by Humphrey 
as Count of the Prineipato, conquered the territory which had been 
granted to him at the expense of the State of Salerno. In 1057 Hum- 
phrey died, andGuiscard was called to be his successor (August 1057). He 
at once appropriated the heritage of his nephews, Abelard and Herman; 
then, resuming his victorious advance southward, he threatened Reggio. 
In the region of Monteleone near Bivona he established his brother 
Roger, who had just arrived to seek his fortune in Italy. Robert had 
soon to return, because the Norman nobles of Apulia refused to recognise 
him, and it was by force that the new count taught his rebellious 
vassals that they had now a master who knew how to make his authority 
respected. 

In these early struggles Robert Guiseard was supported by his brother 
Roger, who likewise assisted him in a new and vain attempt to take 
Reggio in the winter of 1058. In the course of that year they quarrelled, 
and Roger made an alliance with William of the Prineipato. Roger 
settled at Scalea and in his turn led the life of a brigand chief, but it 
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was his brother’s territory which suffered most from his depredations. 
The year 1058 was remarkable for a great famine in Calabria. This is 
not surprising if we consider the systematic destruction of harvests, the 
usual procedure of the Normans in war. The general misery caused a 
revolt, and the Calabrians attempted to take advantage of the quarrel 
between the two brothers to avoid military service and to refuse 
tribute; they even came to open resistance and massacred the Norman 
garrison of Nicastro. Guiscard realised that if the rebellion spread he 
ran a great risk of losing Calabria, and determined to treat with Roger. 
He conceded him the half of Calabria whether in his possession or to be 
acquired, from Monte Intefoli and Squillace to Reggio. By this it must 
be understood that the two brothers shared equally in each town. At 
about the same time Gisulf of Salerno determined to treat with Guiscard. 
The latter thereupon repudiated his wife Auberea, by whom he had a son 
Bohemond, in order to marry Gisulf’s sister Sykelgaita. 

The year 1 059 marks an important date in the history of the Normans 
in Italy — their reconciliation with the Papacy. This reconciliation was 
due to a somewhat curious evolution in papal policy. The continuation 
of the struggle with the Normans had been one of the articles of the 
programme which the party of reform in the Church led by Hildebrand 
aspired to realise. To attain this much-desired object, the successors of 
Leo IX — Victor II and Stephen II, encouraged by the future Gregory VII 
—had recourse to external aid, the former to the German Emperor, 
the latter to his own brother, Duke Godfrey of Lorraine, on whom he 
intended to bestow the imperial crown, when his pontifical career was 
cut short by death. The party of the Roman aristocracy which was 
hostile to reform now triumphed and proclaimed Benedict X as Pope, 
while Hildebrand favoured the election of Nicholas II. The approval of 
this election by the Empress Agnes soon confirmed the legitimacy of 
Hildebrand’s candidate, and Nicholas II shortly afterwards obtained 
possession of Rome. This double election deprived the party of reform 
of all the ground so laboriously gained. Again the Papacy had found 
itself between the Roman aristocracy and the Empire, and had only 
triumphed over the former by placing itself in dependence on the latter, 
and again the legitimacy of the Pope had been established by the 
recognition of the imperial court. If the work of reform were to be 
carried out, the Papacy must be rendered independent both of the 
Emperor and of the Roman aristocracy. The Pope now risked a very 
grave step : with remarkable political insight he realised the changes 
which were beginning to appear in the various states of the southern 
peninsula, and appealed to the only Italian power capable of supporting 
him-— the Normans. To appreciate the audacity of this policy we must 
remember the reputation of the Normans, which was moreover richly 
deserved; they were regarded as freebooters and Saracens. 

It seems, however, that the idea of this alliance, which was to lead to 
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such grave results, did not occur immediately to Hildebrand. The Pope 
required soldiers to oppose the partisans of Benedict X, who were in the 
field, and. probably by the suggestion of Desiderius, Abbot of Monte 
Cassino, he applied first to Richard of A versa, now ruler of Capua. The 
latter had already acquired a certain respectability, and had become 
sufficiently powerful to act as the head of a state rather than as a 
robber chief. He complied with the Pope’s request. Nicholas II had full 
cause for self-congratulation in his first dealings with the Normans, 
who enabled him to restore order. Therefore, when in 1059 he pro- 
mulgated his decree on papal elections, he sought for an ally in view of 
the dissatisfaction which the proposed measures were certain to excite at 
the imperial court, and appealed to the Normans. The interview between 
the Pope and the two Norman chiefs, Richard of Capua and Robert 
Guiscard, took place at Melfi in August. The Normans had already tried 
to obtain from Leo IX the recognition of the states they had established; 
this was now conceded by Nicholas II. The Pope received an oath of 
fealty from Robert Guiscard and probably also from Richard of Capua ; he 
conferred on the latter the investiture of the principality of Capua, and 
on the former that of the duchy of Apulia, Calabria, and Sicily. We 
have no record of Richard’s oath, but Guiscard in his undertook to 
pay an annual tribute to the Pope, and to be faithful for the future 
to the Pope and the Church. Pie promised to be the ally “of the Ploly 
Roman Church, so that she might preserve and acquire the rights of 
St Peter and his dominions,” to help the Pope to retain the see of Rome, 
and to respect the territory of St Peter. Finally, in the event of an 
election he bound himself to see that the new Pope was elected and or- 
dained according to the honour due to St Peter, as he should be required 
by the better part of the cardinals and by the Roman clergy and laity. 

By what title did the Pope bestow the investiture of territory which 
had never belonged to his predecessors ? The terms used undoubtedly 
imply that Nicholas II based his action partly on Charlemagne’s Donation, 
granting the duchy of Benevento to the Roman Church, and partly, as 
regarded Sicily, on the theory shortly afterwards expressed by Urban II, 
that all islands appertained to the domain of St Peter in virtue of 
the (spurious) Donation of Constantine 1 . 

After his recognition at Melfi as rightful Duke of Apulia, Robert 
Guiscard had to defend himself during the ensuing years against the 
other Norman chiefs, who at first refused to admit the supremacy of one 
of their number. The opposition encountered by the new duke caused 
him most serious difficulties and favoured the return of the Byzantines. 
In 1060 Guiscard had taken Taranto, Brindisi, and Reggio from the 
Greeks, and as soon as the last-named place had fallen, he and his 
brother Roger were irresistibly attracted to Sicily ; but events in Italy 
detained the duke in Apulia. First, there was a revolt of the Norman 
1 Jaffe-Lowenfeld, Regenta, No. 5449. 
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nobles in the north of Apulia, which favoured a resumption of hostilities 
by the Greeks. Guiscard thereafter lost Brindisi, Oria, Taranto, and 
Otranto, and the Byzantines laid siege to Melfi. The duke returned 
from Sicily, and restored his ascendency during the early months of 1061, 
finally recapturing Brindisi in 1062. Two years later (1064) some 
Norman nobles — Geoffrey of Conversano, Robert of Montescaglioso, 
Abelard (Humphrey's son), Amyas of Giovenazzo, and Joscelin — entered 
into negotiations with a representative of the Greek Emperor at Durazzo. 
With the help of the Byzantines they rose in the spring of 1064. For 
four years it was with difficulty that Guiscard held his own. Finally, the 
duke’s victory was assured by the successive defeats of Amyas, Joscelin, 
and Abelard, and the capture of Montepeloso from Geoffrey of Conver- 
sano.* Robert now realised that he could only hope to complete the 
conquest of Sicily when he had no cause to fear a revolt of his vassals in 
Apulia ; consequently, to be sure of their absolute obedience, he must 
above all deprive them of Greek assistance. The ensuing years were 
therefore devoted to the task of wresting from the Byzantines their 
remaining territory. This was more easily done because the Basileus, 
Romanus Diogenes, was engaged in a bitter struggle with the Turks in 
Asia. In 1068 Guiscard was victorious at Lecce, Gravina, and Obbiano, 
and in the summer of the same year he laid siege to Bari. As supplies 
reached this city by sea, it held out for three years ; finally the Norman 
fleet overcame the Byzantine ships which were bringing reinforcements, 
and the inhabitants entered into negotiations with Guiscard and sur- 
rendered the town (April 1071). The capture of Bari marks the real 
fall of Byzantine power in Italy ; moreover it brought Guiscard another 
advantage, ensuring him a fortified place of the first rank in the very 
heart of Apulia, which assisted him greatly in maintaining his authority 
over his vassals. 

Relieved of anxiety regarding Apulia, Guiscard was now again free 
to deal with Sicily. The capture of the island from the Saracens had 
been the object of the Normans ever since their arrival at Reggio. Their 
cupidity was excited by its riches and fertility, and, moreover, the 
proximity of the Saracens constituted a permanent danger to their 
possessions. Guiscard, however, was detained during the early years of 
the conquest by events in Italy, and played a somewhat secondary part 
in the conquest of Sicily, leaving the principal part to his brother 
Roger, 

The Norman conquest was further facilitated by the quarrels of the 
Muslim emirs who shared the island ; ‘Abdallah ibn Ilauqal held Mazzara 
and Trapani, Ibn al-Hawwas was in possession of Girgenti and Castrogio- 
vanni, and Ibn ath-Thimnah was at Syracuse. Ibn ath-Thimnah, having 
been defeated by the Emir of Girgenti, called for the help of the Normans, 
who since 1060 had been vainly endeavouring to take Messina. At Mileto 
the emir came to terms with Roger, who at a renewed attempt succeeded 
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in laying waste the region of Milazzo. The capture of Messina in the 
summer of 1061 provided the Normans with a base of operations, but the 
invaders failed to take Castrogiovanni, nor were they more successful at 
Girgenti, although they succeeded in establishing themselves at Troina. 
The death of Ibn ath-Thimnah in 1062 deprived the Normans of a valuable 
ally, and they had to retire on Messina. In the same year Roger was 
dissatisfied because Guiscard paid him in money instead of in land, and 
quarrelled with his brother, so that another war began between them. 
Only the fear of an insurrection in Calabria brought them to terms. 
Threatened with the prospect of a revolt, Guiscard consented to share his 
Calabrian territory with Roger, and the treaty then concluded established 
a kind of condominium of the two brothers over every town and every 
stronghold. The struggle with the Saracens was resumed at the end of 1 062, 
and continued during the following year. During this first period the 
Normans only succeeded in establishing themselves at Messina and Troina, 
the rest of the island remaining in the hands of the Saracens. In 1063 the 
latter attacked Troina, but were overwhelmingly defeated near Cerami, 
In 1064 Roger and Guiscard vainly attempted to take Palermo. The 
following years the conquest advanced slowly towards the capital, At 
Misilmeri in 1068 the Normans defeated Ayyub, son of Tarmm, the Zairid 
Emir of Africa, who had been summoned to help the Sicilian Saracens. 
Ayyub had succeeded Ibn al-Hawwas. After his defeat Ayyub returned 
to Africa, and the Saracen party became disorganised. 

The struggle was interrupted by the siege of Bari, but was resumed 
immediately after the fall of that city. Guiscard, realising the necessity 
of having a naval force, had succeeded in equipping a fleet, by the help 
of which the Normans occupied Catania and then proceeded to blockade 
Palermo; on 10 January 1072 the city fell into their hands, and, as 
a result of this success, the Saracens of Mazzara capitulated. 

The first stage in this conquest of Sicily closed with the capture of 
Palermo ; for the next twelve years the Normans, having but weak 
forces at their disposal, could only advance very slowly. As they were 
masters of Mazzara, Messina, Catania, and Palermo, they encircled the 
territory of the Emirs of Syracuse and Castrogiovanni in the north, 
who, however, succeeded in prolonging the struggle for a considerable 
time. 

Sicily was divided by Guiscard as follows ; for himself he retained 
the suzerainty of the island, w r ith Palermo, half Messina, and Val 
Demone, while he assigned the rest to Roger. It must be noted that the 
position in Sicily differed greatly from that of South Italy. In Italy the 
leaders of the original Norman forces were at first equal among themselves, 
and consequently they for long refused to recognise Guiscard’s authority, 
which had to be forcibly imposed. In Sicily, on the contrary, the conquest 
was achieved by troops in the pay of Guiscard and his brother Roger ; 
consequently, they possessed all rights over the conquered territory, and 
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their vassals received the investiture of their fiefs from them ; and both 
were careful not to bestow too much land on their followers, whereby 
they made sure that none of their vassals would be powerful enough to 
rival them. 

After the capture of Palermo, Robert Guiscard remained some months 
there, consolidating his gains. In the autumn of 1072 he had to 
return hurriedly to Italy, where his Apulian vassals had again taken 
advantage of his absence to revolt. At the head of the movement were 
Amyas, lord of Giovenazzo, Peter of Trani, and Abelard and Herman, 
Humphrey’s two sons ; the rebels were upheld by Richard, Prince of Capua, 
whose power had increased to a remarkable extent since the Treaty of 
Melfi. He was the protector of Pope Alexander II, who had only been 
able to maintain himself from 1061 to 1063 by Richard’s aid, and 
the latter had attempted to force recognition of his suzerainty over all the 
petty nobles whose possessions surrounded his own. He had been ener- 
getically supported by Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Cassino, who realised 
that only a powerful state could restore the peace so incessantly broken by 
wars between nobles. On the other hand, Alexander II was disturbed by 
the growth of the Capuan state, which adjoined the papal dominions. He 
actually came to an open rupture with Richard, who in 1066 revenged 
himself by laying waste the Papal State up to the very gates of Rome. 
For a while the Romans hostile to the Pope even thought of electing the 
Prince of Capua as Emperor. But the latter became reconciled with 
Alexander II when Godfrey of Lorraine took up arms; we know, how- 
ever, nothing of the grounds of conciliation. Nevertheless the Pope did 
not forgive Richard for his aggressive policy, and he tried to excite 
disorders in the principality of Capua by means of another Norman, 
William of Montreuil. Thereby Alexander II inaugurated a new policy, 
to be hereafter pursued by the Papacy, which, not having reaped all 
the expected advantages from the Norman alliance and being unable to 
overcome the Normans by arms, applied itself henceforward to reducing 
them to impotence by inciting one leader against another. 

Such, therefore, was the position in the autumn of 1072 when Guiscard 
returned to Italy. The duke very soon brought his vassals back to 
obedience, but hardly had he dealt with them when he found himself in 
difficulties with Gregory VII, the successor of Alexander II. The new 
Pope, who had inspired the Norman policy adopted by his predecessors, 
saw with irritation that the Papacy had not derived those benefits from 
the Norman alliance which had been hoped for, and that as a whole it 
was Richard and Robert who had reaped advantage from the Treaty 
of Melfi. Moreover, Gregory VII was particularly annoyed to see the 
Normans beginning to extend towards the north in the region of the 
Abruzzi, near Amiterno and Fermo, where several chiefs had established 
themselves — notably, Robert, Count of Loritello. 

After the first interviews which he had with Robert Guiscard at 
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Benevento (August 1073), Gregory VII, who displayed his usual 
stubbornness in the negotiations, came to an open breach with the Duke 
of Apulia. It was probably on the question of the conquest of the 
Abruzzi that the conference was wrecked. Having broken with Guiscard, 
Gregory VII turned to the Prince of Capua, who accepted the proposed 
alliance. Henceforward for some years war was resumed with great 
energy throughout southern Italy. Guiscard fought in Calabria against 
his nephew Abelard, in the neighbourhood of Capua with Richard, and 
meanwhile succeeded in establishing himself at Amalfi (1073). 

As a result of these violent conflicts, the anarchy prevailing through- 
out South Italy reached such a height that the destruction of the 
Normans became the first condition necessary for the realisation of all 
the plans which Gregory VII had formed for the succour of the Greek 
Empire, now threatened by the Muslims, In March 1074 Guiscard 
and his partisans were excommunicated, and the Duke of Apulia must 
have feared at the time of the expedition in June of that year that the 
Pope would succeed in his plans, but the quarrels which arose between 
the Pope’s allies caused the enterprise to fail dismally. Cencius, the 
leader of the Roman aristocracy and of the party hostile to the Pope, 
now offered to make Guiscard Emperor if he would help them to expel 
Gregory VII. The Duke of Apulia was too well aware how little he could 
count on the Roman nobles, who were incapable of upholding their 
candidates, and he did not accept their proposition. 

After the agreement between the principality of Capua and the Pope, 
the hostilities between Robert and Richard continued until 1075, when 
Guiscard was invited by Henry IV to abandon the papal for a royal 
alliance. He refused. This circumstance decided the two Normans to 
combine against the common enemy, and their reconciliation was the 
prelude to a general coalition between the Normans. Desiderius, Abbot 
of Monte Cassino, >vho brought all his influence to the cause of peace, 
tried to arrange a treaty between Gregory VII and Guiscard, but failed, 
because the Pope, in spite of the critical position in which he was placed 
by the breach with the king, refused all the concessions which the 
Duke of Apulia, taking advantage of the papal necessities, impudently 
demanded. 

Without any further consideration for the Pope, Robert and Richard 
took up arms and together besieged Salerno and Naples. They also com- 
bined their forces to make some successful expeditions into papal territory. 
At the very moment when Gregory VII was triumphing over Henry IV 
and obliging him to come to Canossa, Gisulf, Prince of Salerno, the only 
ally remaining to the Pope in South Italy, was deprived of his states 
by Guiscard (1077), and in December of the same year the bold Duke of 
Apulia laid siege to Benevento. This attack directed against a papal 
possession must have exasperated Gregory VII, who was already indignant 
with Robert, to whom fortune had never been kinder than since the day 
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he was excommunicated. At the Council of Rome in March 1078 the 
Pope pronounced the excommunication of “those Normans who attack 
the territory of St Peter, i.e. the March of Fermo and the duchy of 
Spoleto, those who besiege Benevento and dare to lay waste the Campagna, 
the Marittima, and Sabina. 11 The Pope forbade any bishop or priest 
to allow the Normans to attend the divine offices. 

The excommunication pronounced by Gregory VII brought discord 
between the Normans. When Jordan, son of Richard of Capua, found 
that his father was seriously ill (Richard died on 5 April 1078), he feared 
lest the Pope should raise obstacles to his succession, and went to make 
his submission at Rome ; as soon as his father died, he forced Guiscard 
to raise the siege of Benevento; shortly afterwards the new Prince of 
Capua played an important part in the preparation of the rebellion 
which, towards the end of 1078, again set the duke and his Apulian vassals 
at odds. 

On the occasion of the marriage of one of his daughters, Guiscard for 
the first time demanded from his vassals the levy due to the lord when 
his daughters married. No one dared resist openly, but the duke’s demand 
excited great discontent. Probably inspired by Gregory VII, who visited 
Capua in 1078, Jordan called Geoffrey of Conversano, Robert of 
Montescaglioso, Henry, Count of Monte Sant 1 Angelo, and Peter, Count 
of Taranto, to join him. The insurrection at once spread not only to 
Apulia but to Calabria and Lucania; Bari, Trani, Bisceglie, Corato, and 
Andria all revolted, and sent their troops to swell the ranks of the 
insurgents (1079). 

After Calabria had been pacified, Guiscard repaired to Apulia with 
considerable forces and soon dispersed the rebels; he then at once 
marched against Jordan. The Abbot of Monte Cassino succeeded in 
inducing the two princes to make peace. Then returning to Apulia, 
Guiscard recaptured the rebel towns one by one. Several of the revolt- 
ing nobles fled to Greece to escape the punishment due to them; amongst 
these was Abelard, the duke’s nephew. After the suppression of the 
revolt (1080), Guiscard was more powerful than ever, at the very moment 
that Gregory VII finally excommunicated and deposed Henry and 
recognised his rival, Rudolf, as King of Germany. As Gregory VII 
feared that Guiscard might form an alliance with Henry, he deter- 
mined himself to treat with the Duke of Apulia. The negotiations were 
conducted by Abbot Desiderius, and ended in the compromise of Ceprano, 
where on 29 June Guiscard took an oath of fealty to the Pope, He 
swore to be the Pope’s man, with a reservation as to the March of 
Fermo, Salerno, and Amalfi. Gregory VII recognised the conquests of 
the Count of Loritello, on condition that for the future the territory of 
St Peter should be respected. The duke moreover promised that he 
would help the Pope to defend the Papacy. On the whole, at Ceprano 
Gregory VII had to yield all along the line; he preserved appearances 
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by reserving the most vexed questions, but in reality on 29 June 1080 
it was the Norman who triumphed over the Pope and obliged him to 
recognise his achievements. 

After the meeting at Ceprano, Guiseard’s insatiable ambition was far 
from being satisfied, and, master of South Italy, he now attempted to 
realise his long-cherished project of mounting the throne of Constanti- 
nople. On the one hand the Duke of Apulia wished to punish the Greek 
Emperor for the support given to the rebel Normans, whose headquarters 
were now in the Byzantine territory in Illyria, and on the other hand, 
consciously or unconsciously, the Norman had succumbed to the attrac- 
tion which Byzantium and the Byzantine world exercised over all the 
West. Already in Italy Guiscard had come to be looked on as the 
legitimate successor of the Emperors, whose costume he affected, going so 
far as to copy their seal. Moreover, how was it possible for Guiscard to 
imagine that the conquest of Byzantium could offer any difficulties to 
him, the mighty Duke of Apulia, when quite recently two poor Norman 
knights, Robert Crispin and Roussel de Bailleul (of whom the former 
had served under the orders of Richard of Capua and the latter with 
Robert himself), had almost succeeded in mounting the throne of Con- 
stantinople ? Guiscard had long felt attracted to Constantinople; and 
for their part the Emperors could not ignore their powerful neighbour, 
and sought his alliance. About 1075 the negotiations which had been 
entered on ended in the betrothal of one of Guiscard’s daughters to the 
son of Michael VII. This projected marriage served as a pretext for a 
declaration of war by Guiscard, when in 1080 he determined to profit by 
the disturbances which had broken out in the Greek Empire, and to 
attempt to seize Constantinople. At the accession of Nicephorus 
Botaniates, Guiscard’s daughter had been relegated to a convent ; under 
the pretext of defending his daughter’s rights, the Duke of Apulia became 
the champion of the dethroned Emperor. As his plans aroused only 
moderate enthusiasm among his vassals, the Duke of Apulia determined 
to carry out a fraud, and in the middle of 1080 he presented a Greek 
named Rector as the real Michael VII escaped from a monastery, where 
he had been imprisoned by Botaniates. By this means the wily Norman 
hoped to inflame his vassals and conciliate the Greek population. 

Gregory VII fell in with the views of Guiscard, who persuaded him 
that the proposed expedition would realise the projected crusade which 
had been near the Pope’s heart for some years, and would end the schism 
and bring about reunion with the Greek Church. In July 1080 the Pope 
wrote to the bishops of Apulia and Calabria, exhorting them to favour 
the duke’s plans. In 1081, at the end of May, Guiscard took the field 
and landed at Avlona. His son Bohemond had already taken Avlona, 
Canina, and Hiericho. Soon Corfu fell into the hands of the Normans, 
who next laid siege to Durazzo. Although they were defeated at sea by 
the Venetians, whom Alexius Comnenus had summoned to his aid, the 


CH. IV. 



182 


Capture of Home: death of Guiscard 


Normans nevertheless continued the siege of the Illyrian capital. On 
18 October they defeated the army which the Emperor had brought to 
relieve the besieged city, and on 21 February 1082 Durazzo was taken. 

In the spring of 1082 Guiscard was obliged to return. Gregory VII 
had sent him urgent appeals for help, threatened as he was by Henry IV’s 
expedition to Italy. On the other hand, Alexius Comnenus was sub- 
sidising the German king, and at the same time, by means of Abelard 
and Herman, Robert’s nephews, had succeeded in exciting an insur- 
rection in Apulia. Leaving Bohemond to continue the war against the 
Emperor, Guiscard returned to Italy, and spent some time in re-estab- 
lishing his authority in Apulia (1082 and 1083). In May 1084 he 
marched on Rome which was occupied by the German Emperor; Henry 
did not await the coming of the Normans, but his retreat did not pre- 
vent Guiscard from entering the city in force; he sacked it and freed 
Gregory VII, whom the partisans of the anti-Pope, Clement III, were be- 
sieging. As soon as the Pope was free, Guiscard placed him in Salerno 
for safety, and immediately returned to the conquest of Constantinople. 

After his father’s departure, Bohemond had again defeated the Greeks 
at Joannina and Arta; he had then occupied Oehrida, Veria, Servia, 
Vodena, Moglena, Pelagonia, Tzibikon, and Trikala, but in 1083 he 
was defeated outside Larissa by Alexius Comnenus, and was shortly 
afterwards obliged to return to Italy, as his troops were clamouring for 
pay. After this the Byzantines regained the advantage, and the Normans 
lost all the places they had occupied, including Durazzo. 

When Guiscard took the field in the autumn of 1084, he had conse- 
quently no foothold on the other side of the Adriatic. While his son 
Roger occupied Avlona, the duke proceeded to Butrinto, whence in 
November he arz'ived at Corfu. Although twice defeated near Cassiope 
by the Venetian fleet, Guiscard soon took his revenge when he won an 
overwhelming victory near Corfu, which fell into his hands as a result of 
this success. The duke sent his army into winter quarters on the banks 
of the Glycys, while he went to Bundicia; during the winter an epidemic 
ravaged the Norman army, but hostilities were resumed at the be- 
ginning of the summer, and Roger sallied forth to attack Cephalonia. 
On the way to join his son, Guiscard fell ill ; he was obliged to halt at 
the promontory of Ather, where he died on 17 July 1085 in the presence 
of his wife Sykelgaita and his son Roger. 

With Guiscard closed what may be called the heroic era of the 
history of the Normans in Italy. Robert’s immediate successors, being 
unable to maintain their authority, abandoned his plans, which were only 
resumed on the day when the Counts of Sicily became kings and consoli- 
dated the work of conquest. 

The reign of Gtiiscard’s son, Roger Borsa (1085-1111), was a period 
of absolute decadence in the duchy of Apulia; the prince was too weak to 
make his authority respected, and he was bitterly opposed by his brother 
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Bohemond, of whom he was relieved by the First Crusade, and also by 
most of his vassals, who shook off the yoke imposed by Guiscard. In 
1086, however, it was again the Duke of Apulia who, assisted by the 
Prince of Capua, restored Rome to the successor of Gregory VII. A few 
years later, during the pontificate of Urban II (1088-1099), it was no 
longer Roger who protected the Pope but the Pope who extended his 
protection to the duchy of Apulia, and exerted himself to re-establish 
order in the sorely troubled land. The only political success achieved by 
Duke Roger was the recognition of his suzerainty by Richard, son of 
Jordan of Capua, who sought his aid to enter into possession of his 
paternal inheritance (1098). Then for the first time, in theory at least, 
the authority of the Duke of Apulia extended throughout the Norman 
possessions. 

In the midst of all the difficulties surrounding him, the Duke of Apulia 
found a supporter in his uncle Roger I, Count of Sicily. During the 
years which followed the fall of Palermo, Guiscard’s brother played only 
a secondary part in Italian affairs, for he was detained by the conquest of 
Sicily, along and troublesome undertaking. Twenty years elapsed after 
his establishment in Palermo before the Normans succeeded in totally 
expelling the Saracens. Syracuse was not taken until 1085, Noto and 
Butera, the two last places retained by the Saracens, not until 1088 and 
1091. Although the Saracens were still powerful in 1072, this mere fact 
is not enough to explain the slow progress of the conquest, and we must 
attribute the delays of the Normans to other causes. During all this time, 
and especially at first, Roger was left with only his own troops; generally 
he had but a few hundred knights under his command, so that it was 
with greatly reduced forces that he had to carry on the struggle. It was 
because of this that the Count of Sicily was obliged to avoid great under- 
takings and confine himself to guerilla warfare, which was the only 
method which his weak forces permitted. 

Gradually, as the conquest proceeded, the count felt that the strength 
of his infant state was increasing, and the time came during his nephew’s 
reign when he represented the only power in the midst of general anarchy . 
Called to arbitrate between the parties, Roger of Sicily was quick to 
realise how to profit by the situation. In return for his services, he 
successively extorted from the Duke of Apulia the abandonment of the 
strongholds in Calabria which they had hitherto held in common, as 
well as the half of the city of Palermo. Roger also obtained a promise 
of half of Amalfi and, when Richard of Capua sought his aid, he 
demanded that all rights on Naples should be abandoned to him. 

Supported by a powerful military force, a considerable part of which 
consisted of Saracens, Roger of Sicily thus became one of the leading 
personages of Europe, and his alliance was sought by Count Raymond 
IV of Saint Gilles, Philip I of France, Conrad, son of Henry IV, and 
Koloman, King of Hungary, all of whom aspired to marry his daughters. 
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The position of protector of the Holy See, which the Duke of Apulia 
was powerless to retain, was offered to the Count of Sicily by Urban II, 
who, in 1098, had to concede the privilege of the Apostolic Legateship, 
whereby for the future papal intervention in Roger’s states was to be 
exercised only through the count himself. When Guiscard’s brother 
died on 22 June 1101, he left his successor a state possessed of cohesion, 
wherein the authority of the overlord was everywhere recognised. The 
last survivor of the heroic age of conquest disappeared with him; his 
successor was rather a politician than a soldier, and, although Roger II 
succeeded in establishing his supremacy over all the Norman provinces 
in Italy, it was to a great extent because his father had established his 
Sicilian state on so solid a foundation, 

(B) 

THE NORMAN KINGDOM OF SICILY. 

In 1103, after the death of young Count Simon, who had succeeded 
Roger I in 1101, the county of Sicily passed to his brother, Roger II. 
The new count remained under the guardianship of his mother Adelaide 
until 111S, and very little is known about his early years. According to 
some authorities Robert of Burgundy was Adelaide’s favourite, but he be- 
came so powerful that the countess-regent grew uneasy and caused him 
to be poisoned; unfortunately all our information on this point lacks preci- 
sion. Towards the close of her regency, Adelaide was sought in marriage 
by King Baldwin of Jerusalem, who wished to repair his fortunes by a 
wealthy marriage. Before leaving for the Holy Land, Roger I’s widow- 
stipulated that if her union with the King of Jerusalem were childless, 
the crown of Jerusalem should revert to the Count of Sicily. This 
agreement remained a dead letter, for the deserted and betrayed queen 
died miserably in Sicily, but it is of interest as revealing the dreams of 
future greatness cherished even at the beginning of his reign by the 
youthful Roger II. 

Boundless ambition was, in fact, the ruling characteristic of the 
founder of the Norman monarchy ; Koger II was bold and adventurous 
and always intent on extending his dominions, while his thirst for con- 
quest was insatiable. Even at the beginning of his reign he conceived 
the daring plan of concentrating all the commerce of the Mediterranean 
in his states by obtaining command of the tw r o most important maritime 
routes. By his possession of Messina he already controlled one, and he 
sought to attain the other by the conquest of the Tunisian coast. The 
first Norman attempts to establish themselves in Africa were unsuccessful 
(1118-1127), and Roger II was obliged to seek for allies. At the very 
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moment when he had signed agreements with Ray m on d - Berengar III, 
Count of Barcelona, and with the city of Savona, the death of his cousin 
William I, Duke of Apulia, induced him to postpone for a time his 
plans for an African war, because, before he undertook distant conquests, 
the Count of Sicily wished to unite in his own hands all the Norman 
states of South Italy. 

Duke William’s reign (1111-1127) had been even more disastrous 
than that of his father Roger Borsa. Incapable even of preserving the 
inheritance, already sadly diminished, which he had received, he died 
leaving South Italy almost in the same state as it was before Gniscard’s 
reign. The title of duke was an empty word, for the duchy of Apulia 
now existed only in name; it had in fact been dismembered and consisted 
of a number of independent seigniories. 

As Duke William had died childless, the most direct heir was 
Bohemond, son of Bohemond I, then at Antioch. The Count of Sicily 
was a degree further off in relationship to the deceased duke. As soon 
as he heard of his cousin’s death, Roger II determined to seize the 
inheritance so as to present an accomplished fact to this possible rival. 
The rapidity with which he appeared outside Salerno and induced the 
inhabitants to treat with him disconcerted his opponents. The inter- 
vention of Pope Honorius II, who feared above all things that the Count 
of Sicily might succeed William, came too late, and he had to resign 
himself to the fact that the union of the duchy of Apulia with the county 
of Sicily disturbed the balance of power which the Papacy, in its own 
interests, had endeavoured to maintain between the various Norman 
states. Although he had sided with the Normans who refused to recognise 
Roger II, Honorius II was, in 1128, obliged to invest the Count of Sicily 
with the duchy of Apulia. In the following year the new duke finally 
crushed the chief rebels and obliged the ducal towns to ask for terms, 
while the Prince of Capua himself recognised Roger II as his suzerain. 
In order to secure the submission of the rebels, the duke displayed great 
leniency and granted important privileges to the towns. In particular, 
several of these obtained the right of themselves defending their walls 
and citadels. As soon as his authority was established, Roger revoked 
a concession which rendered his authority absolutely precarious. 

The new duke’s conception of his authority differed entirely from 
that of his two predecessors. In September 1129 he expounded it to his 
vassals assembled at Melfi. After they had taken the oath of fealty to 
his sons, Roger and Tancred, he instructed them in the rules of govern- 
ment which he insisted all should observe ; he forbade private feuds, 
imposed on the nobles the obligation of handing over criminals to the 
ducal courts of justice, and ordered that the property and persons not 
only of ecclesiastics, but also of pilgrims, travellers, and merchants, 
should be respected. It was not easy to impose such habits of discipline 
on, nor to ensure respect for ducal authority from, the Norman feudatories, 
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who had hardly submitted to Guiseard’s iron rule. It took Roger nearly 
ten years to make his vassals obey his wishes. 

In 1180 for the first time all the principalities founded by the Normans 
in Italy were united in a single hand. Roger II considered that the title 
of duke was therefore inadequate, and decided to make his state into a 
kingdom. To attain this object, he made very skilful use of the schism 
which followed the double election of Anacletus II and Innocent II in 
February 1180. He promised to support the former, and received in re- 
turn “the crown of the kingdom of Sicily, of Calabria, and Apulia, the 
principality of Capua, the honour of Naples, and the protectorate of the 
men of Benevento” (27 September 1130). As soon as the Pope's consent 
was obtained, Roger II held an assembly near Salerno, where he caused 
his vassals to entreat him to take the title of King. Then on Christmas 
Day 1180, in the cathedral of Palermo, his coronation closed the first 
chapter in the history of the descendants of Tancred of Hauteville, 
whose grandson thus became King of Sicily. 

“ Whoever makes himself King of Sicily attacks the Emperor.” These 
words, addressed by St Bernard to the Emperor Lothar, were true not only 
as applied to the Germanic Empire but also to the Greek Empire. 
Neither of the two Empires had ever regarded as legitimate the Norman 
occupation of territories over which both claimed rights. Therefore, 
alike in Germany and in Byzantium, the establishment of the Norman 
kingdom was regarded as a flagrant insult. United by an equal hatred 
of the common enemy, the two Empires sought by means of an alliance 
to crush their adversary. Both Roger II and his successor had to employ 
almost all their energy, either in fighting the two Emperors singly or in 
preventing the Germano-Byzantine alliance from producing its full 
effect. 

During the whole course of its existence the kingdom of Sicily had 
to struggle with a third enemy. Never did the Papacy submit to the 
establishment of a powerful state in South Italy, even when its re- 
cognition was inevitable. As soon as the Papacy was on good terms 
with the Germanic Emperor, it incited him to destroy the Norman state, 
and if, on the contrary, its relations with the Empire became less cordial, 
the Popes gladly fell back on the support of the Norman sovereign. This 
explains the alternations of policy pursued by the Papacy throughout the 
twelfth century as regards Roger II and his successors. 

The organisation which Roger II insisted on establishing in his 
states, and the manner in which he demanded respect for his authority 
from his vassals, excited general discontent, which in 1181 caused a revolt 
led by Tancred of Conversano and Grimoald of Bari. Although the 
king met with some successes, the insurrection spread, Rainulf, Count of 
AKfe, and Robert, Prince of Capua, joining the movement at the in- 
stigation of Pope Innocent II; and Roger was severely defeated on the 
banks of the Sabbato (1138). The corning of the Emperor Lothar to 
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Rome, where he established Innocent II, was certainly connected with 
the revolt of Roger’s vassals. They were seriously disappointed when 
they realised that the Emperor did not intend to invade South Italy. 
During the summer of 1133 Roger resumed the struggle, and succeeded 
in restoring order in Apulia; when he returned to Sicily the rebel party 
was disorganised. The conflict was continued only by the Duke of Naples, 
the Prince of Capua, and the Count of Alife, who wished to secure the 
assistance of the Pisans. The year 11.34 witnessed further progress by 
the king, who succeeded in crushing the rebels, but all the effect of the 
success attained was destroyed by a false rumour of Roger’s death, which 
caused a general revolt in the winter of 1135. The king had again to 
fight the rebels, and had not quite subdued them when in 1136 the 
Emperor Lothar at length invaded his dominions in response to the 
appeal of Innocent II. At the approach of the Germans the whole 
country rose in arms against the king. Lothar encountered hardly any 
resistance; his two most notable successes were the taking of Bari and 
Salerno. The Emperor, however, did not seek to push his advantage any 
further, for most of his vassals begged him to return north. He was 
obliged to consent, but before his departure he invested Count Rainulf 
of Alife with the duchy of Apulia. It took the King of Sicily three years 
to destroy the organisation established by the Germanic Emperor. His . 
task was facilitated by Rainulf’s death on 30 April 1139, as well as by 
the failure of Innocent II. 

When the schism was ended by the abdication of Victor IV, suc- 
cessor of Anacletus II, Pope Innocent II vindictively pursued all the 
partisans of the anti-Pope. Amongst these Roger II was not overlooked, 
as it was by his help that Anacletus had been enabled to maintain 
himself in Rome. In the spring of 1139 the King of Sicily was ex- 
communicated, and in the early summer the Pope, at the head of all the 
forces he could muster, set out for the south to restore the condition of 
affairs established by Lothar. It was an unlucky venture ; on 22 July 
on the banks of the Garigliano, near Galluccio, he was defeated and 
taken prisoner by Duke Roger, the king’s son, who also seized the 
pontifical treasure. Like Leo IX in bygone days, Innocent II beheld 
the Norman leader kneeling for his blessing, but to obtain his liberty he 
had to grant to Roger II the investiture of his states as bestowed by 
Anacletus II. This royal success led to the collapse of the rebellion; the 
king shewed himself relentless in repression so as to discourage future 
revolts ; to escape punishment many of his vassals fled to Germany and 
Byzantium, among them Robert of Capua. The rebel cities forfeited 
most of their privileges. 

Concord between the king and the Pope was not of long duration ; 
and in 1140 a fresh rupture was caused by the conquests of the king’s 
sons in the Abruzzi. To bring Roger to terms, Innocent II utilised the 
question of episcopal elections, which had not been settled in 1139. 
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The King of Sicily, in virtue of the Apostolic Legateship, which he 
claimed to exercise throughout his states, demanded the right of in- 
terference in episcopal elections. Innocent II denied him this privilege, 
and refused canonical investiture to the bishops of the kingdom of 
Sicily. 

There was no change in the position under Celestine II (1143-1144). 
It was otherwise with Pope Lucius II, who, requiring the support of the 
Normans to secure Rome, concluded a seven years 1 truce with Roger II in 
October 1 1 44. The same consideration influenced the conduct of Eugeni us 
III, who succeeded Lucius. On his return to Italy in 1148, he concluded 
a four years’ truce with Roger II ; the Pope confirmed the privilege of 
the Apostolic Legateship, but seems to have reserved the question of 
episcopal elections. In return Roger II supplied the Pope with men and 
money ; thanks to this, the Pope succeeded in entering Rome. The King 
of Sicily had hoped that, in exchange for the services rendered, the Pope 
would come to a final agreement; on the contrary, Eugenius III, counting 
on the approaching descent into Italy of King Conrad III to settle the 
question of the Norman kingdom, refused to renew the investiture of 
Roger with his states. By 1151 the breach was complete, and it was 
without the Pope’s consent that Roger II had his son William crowned 
at Palermo on 8 April. Henceforth Eugenius III definitely sought an 
alliance with the King of the Romans. 

As soon as he had destroyed the organisation established in South 
Italy by Lothar, Roger II, realising clearly that the Germanic Empire 
would not submit meekly to such a check, and anxious to prevent a 
repetition of such an intervention, sought to create every possible diffi- 
culty for Conrad III, Lothar’s successor. It was for this reason that he 
supplied Welf, brother of Henry the Proud, with subsidies, and thus 
succeeded in prolonging the revolt of the German nobles against their 
new king. By this means he contrived to keep the King of the Romans 
busy in his own dominions, and prevented him from lending a favourable 
ear to the appeals for intervention in Italy which were addressed to him 
by all the Norman nobles who had taken refuge at his court. 

Above all Roger II feared lest the King of the Romans and the 
Greek Emperor, united by their common hatred of the kingdom of 
Sicily, should enter into an alliance against him. John Comnenus had 
already approached Lothar on this subject, and the negotiations were 
resumed with Conrad in 1140. To prevent this alliance, Roger sent an 
embassy to Constantinople to solicit the hand of a Byzantine princess 
for one of his sons. This embassy coincided with the death of John 
Conmertus (8 April 1143). The negotiations were continued by Manuel 
Comnenus, but ended in a breach, and the Basileus about 1144 reverted 
to the German alliance. 

At the very moment when the alliance between the two Empires was 
about to be concluded, the preaching of the Second Crusade averted the 
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danger. After vainly attempting to turn the Crusade to his own ad- 
vantage, Roger resolved to profit by the embarrassment caused to Manuel 
Comnenus by the presence of the crusaders, and to invade the Greek 
Empire. While the crusaders were still outside Constantinople, the 
Normans took possession of Corfu, occupied Neapolis, laid the island of 
Euboea waste, and, on the homeward journey, penetrated into the Gulf 
of Corinth, pillaging and destroying Thebes (end of 1147 and beginning 
of 1148). The Byzantines did not recover Corfu until 1149. 

On his way home from the Crusade, Conrad met Manuel Comnenus, 
and the two monarehs agreed to attack the King of Sicily in the course 
of 1149. In preventing the execution of this plan Roger shewed extra- 
ordinary activity. He again supplied Welf with money, and induced 
him to organise another league against King Conrad; at the same time 
he started the idea of a league to include all the states of western Europe, 
intended in the first instance to punish the Greek Emperor, to whom the 
failure of the Crusade was ascribed, and subsequently to succour the 
Christian communities of the Levant. Roger succeeded in converting to 
his views not only King Louis VII of France and his minister Suger, 
but also St Bernard, who at that time exercised great influence on 
European opinion. The projected alliance failed to come into being 
because of the opposition of King Conrad, but fortune again favoured 
the King of Sicily, for at the very moment when, by agreement with 
Manuel Comnenus, Conrad was about to invade Italy, he died (February 
1152), whereby the Norman kingdom escaped the danger of a coalition 
between the two Empires. 

In spite of the failure of his early expeditions, Roger II never aban- 
doned his intention of attacking the coast of North Africa, and his 
attempts to get a foothold there constitute one of the most curious 
features of his reign. Almost all his expeditions were led by the Grand 
Emir (Admiral), George of Antioch, who with his father had been in the 
service of Tarnnn, the Zairid prince of Mahdlyah. He next entered the 
service of the King of Sicily, where, by his knowledge of Arabic and his 
familiarity with the Muslim world and the African coast, he was an in- 
valuable auxiliary to Roger II. Taking advantage of the internal quarrels 
which continually broke out between the chiefs of the petty Muslim 
principalities of Africa, Roger first took under his protectorate Hasan, 
prince of Mahdlyah (1134), and then occupied the island of Gerba, at the 
foot of the gulf of Gabes. In 1143 he took Djidjelli, near Bugia; and 
in 1145 Bresk, which lies between Cherchell and Tinnls, was pillaged, as 
also the island of Kerkinna. In 1146 Tripoli fell into the hands of the 
Normans. Until then Roger II does not seem to have contemplated 
establishing himself in Africa; he was content to dispatch his naval 
forces each summer on a privateering expedition, to loot and burn the 
towns which they surprised, After the capture of Tripoli, he established 
his power in Africa on a regular basis. A garrison was placed in each 
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captured town, but the native population was governed by a Wall and 
judged by a Cadi, chosen from among the Muslims. 

The fall of Tripoli had a great effect in Africa, and was quickly 
followed by that of Gabes, Mahdiyah, and Sus ( 1148 ). The progress of 
conquest was not arrested by the death of George of Antioch, and in 
1153 the Normans occupied Bona. At this moment the Norman dominion 
in Africa reached its greatest extent ; the authority of Roger II stretched 
from Tripoli to Tunis, and in the interior from the desert of Bakka to 
Qairawan. Roger appears to have proportioned his aims to the forces at 
his disposal, and to have been content to occupy the most important 
commercial centres without attempting to advance far inland. For some 
years the King of Sicily was actually master of the communications 
between the two basins of the Mediterranean. Unfortunately his work 
did not endure. The results obtained by allowing the natives to enjoy 
religious, judicial, and administrative liberty were lost when the con- 
querors wished to interfere in religious questions, and tried to make the 
people of Tripoli abandon the party of the Almohades. Under the 
influence of religious prejudice, an insurrection broke out which destroyed 
in one day the work of the Norman conquest. This mistake, however, 
was not made by Roger II, who died at Palermo in the height of his 
glory on 26 February 1154 . 

When the founder of the Norman monarchy died, the political horizon 
of the kingdom of Sicily was heavy with ominous thunder-clouds. None 
of the vital questions affecting the welfare of the new kingdom had 
received any solution. Even the genius of Roger II had been unable to 
find any means of settling the problems which had arisen; he had only 
succeeded in postponing the moment of settlement. Internally the calm 
which had reigned since the last revolt of the aristocracy and the cities 
was more apparent than real. The exiled Norman nobles had not given 
up hopes of regaining possession of their confiscated property and were 
in communication with their partisans. The inhabitants of the cities, 
kept in subjection by the royal garrisons which occupied the citadels, 
still deplored their lost liberties ; fear had indeed compelled all heads to 
bow before the king, but regret for the past was deeply enshrined in all 
hearts. The aristocracy, systematically excluded from any share in public 
affairs by Roger II, looked on jealously while the king governed with 
the help of men derived from the inferior classes of the country, for 
whom were reserved the highest offices at court. Here also submission 
was only apparent, and the nobles impatiently awaited an opportunity 
of claiming both their former independence and a share in the govern- 
ment. 

Abroad the Papacy remained hostile to the kingdom of Sicily; in 1153 
Eugenius III and the new King of the Romans, Frederick of Swabia, had 
concluded an agreement entirely to the detriment of the Norman king- 
dom (Treaty of Constance). As the Greek Empire also remained 
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hostile, there was no change in the situation, and an alliance between 
the two Empires against the Normans was always a possibility to be 
feared. 

Roger II was succeeded by William I, last survivor of the sons 
born of his wife Elvira, daughter of Alfonso VI of Castile 1 . William I 
has for long had a very bad reputation among historians, and by uni- 
versal consent the epithet of the Bad was attached to his name. Only 
in recent years has it been discovered that this reputation was scarcely 
deserved, and a more critical study of documents has revealed the fact 
that Roger’s son has been the victim of the pamphleteer Hugo Falcandus, 
a passionate opponent of the policy followed by the new king. William 
was pre-eminently the inheritor of his father’s political work; he made 
no innovations, and only followed the course which Roger had traced 
out. Brought up to distrust the nobles, he continued to deprive them of 
power, and surrounded himself with his father’s old servants, to whom 
he gave his confidence. Less energetic than Roger II, he devolved the 
exercise of power upon his ministers, and was content to live in his palace 
surrounded by his harem like an oriental sovereign. Only some very 
urgent necessity for his personal intervention could induce him to emerge, 
but when once he overcame his natural indolence the king displayed an 
incredible energy in executing the measures on which he had decided. 
During all the early part of the reign power was exercised by the Emir 
of Emirs (Admiral), Maio of Bari, son of a judge of Bari; he also had 
passed his whole life in the law-courts, and his high place in the king’s 
favour excited the hatred of all the nobles. 

In the very year of William I’s accession, Frederick Barbarossa de- 
termined to descend into Italy. In order to avert the danger of an 
alliance between the two Emperors, the King of Sicily offered to make 
peace with Manuel Comnenus; he would even have consented to restore 
all the booty taken at the sack of Thebes. Manuel refused the offers 
made to him, but on the other hand the Norman king succeeded in 
making peace with Venice, whereby in case of war Byzantium was de- 
prived of the support of the Venetian fleet. 

The negotiations which had been entered upon between Manuel and 
Frederick Barbarossa proved abortive, very likely because the latter re- 
fused to admit the claims of the Basileus to South Italy. When Manuel 
learned of the arrival of the King of the Romans in Italy, he feared lest 
Barbarossa’s enterprise undertaken without him was aimed against him. 
He therefore sent Michael Palaeologus to Italy with orders to approach 
Frederick anew, and if he failed to take some action on his own account. 
As the negotiations with Barbarossa were inconclusive, Palaeologus es- 
tablished himself at Ancona, and entered into relations with William I’s 

1 Roger was married a second time to Sibylla, daughter of Hugh of Burgundy, 
and a third time to Beatrice, daughter of the Count of Rethel, who gave birth to a 
posthumous daughter, Constance. 
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cousin, Robert, Count of Loritello, who had just revolted. Assisted 
by the exiled Norman nobles who flocked back in large numbers, and 
also by those who had adhered to the Count of Loritello, the Byzan- 
tines invaded William’s states and were extraordinarily successful. At 
first under the command of Palaeologus, and after his death under 
John Ducas, the Greeks occupied most of the large towns, Bari, Trani, 
Giovenazzo, and Molfetta, and advanced to Taranto and Brindisi. 
Meanwhile Palaeologus came to terms with Pope Hadrian IV. The 
latter had experienced grave disappointment when Barbarossa retired 
directly after his imperial coronation, for he had always expected that 
the German Emperor would settle the question of the Norman kingdom. 
Manuel Comnenus made very skilful use of the situation, and wished to 
play the part of protector of the Papacy which Barbarossa had relin- 
quished. His designs very shortly became apparent, when he demanded 
that the Pope should restore the unity of the Empire in his person. The 
first offers of the Basileus were accepted, and it was by means of Greek 
subsidies that Hadrian IV paid the troops with which he invaded the 
Norman kingdom. This intervention resulted in the restoration of 
Robert, Prince of Capua, to his dominions (October 1155). 

The progress of the Byzantine and papal troops was greatly facili- 
tated by the serious illness of William I (Sep tern ber-December 1155) 
and by the revolt of some Sicilian vassals. The royal army assembled 
by the Chancellor, Aselettin, to resist the German invasion, was dis- 
organised by the revolt of the Italian vassals ; and it could not be 
reinforced, because the rebellion of the Sicilian vassals prevented the 
withdrawal of troops from the island. 

It was only at the end of the winter of 1156 that William repaired 
to Butera to besiege Geoffrey, Count of Montescaglioso, the leader of the 
rebels who demanded the dismissal of Maio. As soon as this insurrection 
was crushed, William I prepared to attack Italy. He tried to negotiate 
with the Pope, to whom he offered highly advantageous conditions in 
exchange for his investiture. But Hadrian IV preferred the Byzantine 
alliance. The successes of the troops led by William I, however, soon 
caused the Pope to regret his decision. The Byzantines indeed lost their 
conquests even more quickly than they had achieved them. After their 
total defeat outside Brindisi (28 May 1156), the Greek troops were 
unable to retain the towns they had taken. William I was relentless in 
repression ; he ordered a large number of rebels to be hanged, blinded, 
or thrown into the sea. These executions inspired terror everywhere, 
and when the Norman army reached Apulia no city dared to offer re- 
sistance; none the less the king made an example of Bari, and destroyed 
it. In the north of the kingdom resistance ceased; the Prince of Capua 
fled, and the dispersal of his allies left Hadrian IV alone in opposition to 
the Norman king, who besieged him in Benevento. 

Forced to treat, Hadrian IV had to agree to all the demands of the 
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conqueror. The treaty therefore settled all the questions 'pending- between 
the kingdom of Sicily and the Papacy. Hadrian IV granted to William I 
the kingdom of Sicily, the duchy of Apulia, the principality of Capua 
with Naples, Amalfi, Salerno, and the district of the Marsi (since the 
time of Gregory VII the Papacy had refused to recognise the last-named 
conquests). The King of Sicily took the oath of homage, and agreed to 
pay a tribute of 600 schifati for Apulia and Calabria, and 500 for the 
district of the Marsi. The questions relating to ecclesiastical discipline 
which had been raised in connexion with the privilege of the royal 
legateship were arranged by a compromise. The treaty made a distinction 
between Apulia and Calabria on the one hand, and Sicily on the other. 
In Apulia and Calabria the Pope secured the right of appeal by clerics to 
Rome, the right of consecration and of visitation except in those cities 
where the king was residing, and finally the right of summoning councils. 
In Sicily the Pope might summon ecclesiastics to attend him, but the king 
reserved the right of preventing their obedience to the Pope’s command. 
The Pope could only receive appeals and send legates at the king’s re- 
quest. The clergy nominated the bishops, but the king had the right of 
refusing to accept their election. The Papacy obtained the right of 
consecration and visitation, but not that of nomination, over certain 
monasteries and churches, the prelates of which had to apply to Rome 
only for consecration and benediction. Thus the Treaty of Benevento 
confirmed in favour of the King of Sicily all the privileges granted by 
Urban II to Count Roger, and Hadrian IV further had to recognise all 
the Norman conquests. Moreover, the King of Sicily obtained the 
erection of Palermo into a metropolitan see. 

These advantages were certainly considerable, but the Treaty of 
Benevento w r as to have far wider consequences. Possibly when he signed 
the Pope did not realise that he was severing the link which had united 
the Papacy and the Germanic Empire ever since the Treaty of Constance. 
Barbarossa was indignant at the attitude of Hadrian IV, and notwith- 
standing the efforts made by the Pope to remain on good terms both 
with the Emperor and the King of Sicily, a rupture was inevitable. The 
Papacy was consequently obliged to seek support and strength from the 
Norman kingdom. 

Barbarossa had been very ill-content at the Greeks’ successes in Italy, 
but the tidings of their reverses removed his uneasiness, and during the 
years 1156-1157 negotiations between the two Empires were resumed. 
Again they failed to reach an agreement. Meanwhile William I, having 
treated with the Genoese so as to deprive the Byzantines of the possible 
support of the Genoese fleet (1157), arranged a great expedition to 
ravage the coasts of the Greek Empire. This took place in 1157; the 
rich ports of Negropont in Euboea and Almira (Halmyrus) in Thessaly 
were pillaged, and according to some chroniclers the Norman fleet even 
appeared outside Constantinople. In the same year Manuel resumed 
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hostilities, sending Alexius, son of the Grand Domestic Axuch, to 
Ancona, where he raised a force and entered into relations with some 
Normans, among whom was Count Andrew of Rupis Canina (Raviscanina, 
near A life). The Byzantines and their allies attacked the Norman king- 
dom on its northern frontier. 

In the spring of 1158 peace was signed between Manuel and William I, 
thanks to the intervention of Hadrian IV (1158). After the rupture with 
Barbarossa (1157), the Pope had made friends with the Greek Emperor, 
and, wishing to form an alliance against the Germanic Empire, succeeded 
in bringing about peace between Byzantium and Sicily. Henceforth 
Manuel Comnenus designed to obtain from the Pope the restoration of 
the unity of the Roman Empire ; consequently, with this larger scheme 
in view, the question of the Norman kingdom lost much of its importance 
in his eyes. On the other hand, the new claims of the Basileus were dis- 
liked at Palermo, where the treaty of 1158 was regarded as a truce 
which left in abeyance all the questions pending between the two 
states. 

During the ensuing years the papal alliance was to be the pivot of 
the Norman policy, for it was well known at the Norman court that 
Barbarossa had not abandoned his designs on South Italy. Hencefor- 
ward the Pope and the King of Sicily sought to create every possible 
difficulty for Frederick, so as to keep him far from Rome and South 
Italy. When the Milanese revolted in 1159 they were encouraged by 
both Pope and king. As protector of the Papacy William I had great 
influence at the papal Court, and his party secured a conspicuous success 
in 1159 while the Pope was at Anagni; here was formed the league 
between the Pope, Brescia, Piacenza, and Milan to resist the imperial 
pretensions. During this same visit the partisans of William I set about 
choosing a successor for Hadrian IV, who died on 1 September 1159. 
The strongest proof of the importance of the Sicilian party at the 
papal Court is the number of votes obtained by William’s candidate, 
Cardinal Roland, its leader, who actually received twenty-three votes 
out of a total of twenty-seven. Iiis election as Pope Alexander III was 
therefore a personal triumph for the King of Sicily. 

The disorder which prevailed in Italy during 1155 and 1156 had its 
counterpart in the Norman possessions in Africa. On 25 February 
1156 there was a massacre of Christians at Sfax; then the insurrection 
spread to the islands of Gerba and Kerkinna, and finally to Tripoli. In 
this city the military commandant had attempted to make the imams 
preach against the Almohades, whose growing power was causing un- 
easiness at the court of Palermo. This order gave rise to a wide-spread 
conspiracy. The conspirators made an unexpected attack on the Normans 
(1158), who were driven out of Gabes and only succeeded in holding 
their ground at Mahdlyah until January 1160. With the fall of this 
town perished the Norman dominion of Africa. At first sight it seems 
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as though William I did little to defend his African possessions. Very 
probably the abandonment of Africa was dictated by political necessity. 
At Palermo it was regarded as inadvisable to undertake a struggle with the 
mighty Almohad Empire at the very moment when war with Barbarossa 
seemed imminent; and it was preferable to keep intact the forces of the 
kingdom, which might soon have to struggle for its very existence. 

At the beginning of 1160 the position of the kingdom of Sicily, 
which was at peace with the Greek Empire and allied with the Pope 
and the Lombard towns, was unquestionably much stronger than at the 
accession of William I, thanks to the policy pursued by the Grand Emir, 
Maio of Bari. It was at the very moment when the latter might have 
hoped to reap the harvest of his skill that he was assassinated. 

Since the revolt in 1156, Maio’s influence had constantly increased, 
to the great dissatisfaction of the nobles, who regarded the minister as 
responsible for the severe measures taken after William’s victory, and 
were profoundly irritated because they were not allowed a share in the 
government of the State. Maio was equally unpopular with the in- 
habitants of the large towns, where he was blamed for the royal decisions 
which had attacked their municipal liberties, and also for the increase of 
the financial burdens which weighed on the bourgeois. A plot against 
the all-powerful minister was organised, in which the principal part was 
assigned to the Italian vassals of the King of Sicily. Richard of Aquila, 
Count of Fondi, Gilbert, Count of Gravina, and Roger, Count of Acerra, 
were the leaders of the movement. They came to an understanding with 
the exiled Norman nobles and with the inhabitants of certain towns. 
When the revolt broke out, the leaders of the movement declared that 
they desired only to deliver the king from an imprudent minister who 
aspired to usurp the throne. In reality the conspirators were equally 
hostile to William I, whom they wished to replace by his son Roger. 
On 10 November 1161 one of the conspirators, Matthew Bonnel, as- 
sassinated the Grand Emir. For some time William did not dare to 
take vengeance on the guilty, but was forced to entrust the government 
to Henry Aristippus, Archdeacon of Catania, who was friendly with 
Maio’s murderers. Emboldened by their impunity, the conspirators 
succeeded in taking possession of the royal palace of Palermo, where 
they seized the person of the king (9 March 1161), who only owed his 
deliverance to the popular riots excited by the bishops then present at 
court. Even when set at liberty, the king had still to disguise his 
wrath and to treat with the rebels. But as soon as he felt himself strong 
enough, William I arrested Matthew Bonnel, whose eyes were put out. 
Immediately after Easter (16 April) 1161, the king marched against the 
Sicilian rebels, who were forced to treat with him ; they only obtained 
pardon on condition that they left the kingdom. Sicily being subdued, 
the king crossed to Italy, where the revolt headed by Robert of Loritello 
had spread on all sides. Calabria, Apulia, and the Terra di Lavoro were 
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forced in turn to recognise the royal authority. Anxious to make ex- 
amples, the king imposed on all the towns a supplementary tax called 
redemption moreover he ordered Salerno to be rased to the ground, and 
it was only saved by the intervention of Matthew of Ajello, one of the 
principal officials at court, who was a native of the city. This successful 
campaign enabled the king to punish the most highly -placed culprits; 
on his return to Palermo he threw Henry Aristippus into prison, and 
pursued all the supporters of Matthew Bonnel with the utmost severity. 

After the arrest of Henry Aristippus, William entrusted the govern- 
ment to Count Silvester of Marsico, to Richard Palmer, the Bishop- 
elect of Syracuse, and to the Master Notary, Matthew of Ajello; after 
Silvester’s, death the Grand Chamberlain Peter was associated with the 
other two. Trained in the school of Maio, Matthew of Ajello was the 
inheritor of his political traditions, and up to the end of William’s reign 
Norman policy pursued the same course. 

The great aim of this policy was to prevent Barbarossa from in- 
vading South Italy. Frederick indeed had not abandoned his plans 
of intervention. The alliance with Sicily was one of his chief grounds 
of complaint against Alexander III, and in 1160 he resumed nego- 
tiations to gain the support of Manuel Comnenus. After the fall of 
Milan he formed a treaty with Pisa and Genoa to conquer the Norman 
kingdom (March 1162). The expedition, which was constantly postponed, 
appeared at last about to start in 1164; but the league of Verona pre- 
vented Barbarossa from realising his designs. 

Meanwhile the King of Sicily remained obstinately faithful to the 
cause of the Pope and benefited by the progress made by him. From 
1159 to 1161 Alexander III, who had not been able to hold his own 
in Rome, remained almost continually close to the Norman frontier 
ready to apply for shelter to William in case of need. After his return 
from France in 1165, the Pope landed at Messina, and it was Norman 
troops who, on 23 November 1165, established him in the Lateran. 

The reinstatement of the Pope in Rome was the last success achieved 
by William I, who died on 7 May 1166. Even to the last the King of 
Sicily was faithful to the papal alliance, and on his death-bed he be- 
queathed to the Pope a considerable sum. 

Judged as a whole, William’s reign was not devoid of greatness, and it 
is evident that he has been unfairly treated by historians. Placed in 
particularly difficult circumstances, he succeeded in averting the dangers 
which threatened his dominions. He undoubtedly displayed excessive 
severity in repressing rebellions by his subjects, but it must not be for- 
gotten that these occurred when the enemy was at the very gates of his 
kingdom. There are consequently many excuses to be found for him, 
and it must also be remembered that even his bitterest enemy, the 
chronicler Hugo Falcandus, was forced to regret him when he con- 
templated the anarchy which followed his reign. 
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Duke Roger, the king’s eldest son, had been killed by a stray arrow 
on the occasion when the king was liberated by the people; the crown 
consequently devolved on the second son William. On his death-bed 
William I entrusted the regency to his wife Margaret, daughter of 
Garcia VI Ramirez, King of Navarre, and recommended his chosen coun- 
sellors as worthy of her confidence. 

The accession of the new king aroused great hopes in all his subjects, 
and his youth caused everyone to regard him with sympathy. It was 
expected that the queen-regent would be more lenient than her husband, 
and that she would be forced to make concessions to the nobles and the 
cities. Margaret wished to call a new man to her assistance in governing, 
and having summoned her cousin, Stephen of Perche, from France, 
she bestowed on him the appointments of Chancellor and Archbishop 
of Palermo. This choice was unpopular with everyone, and the new 
chancellor encountered formidable opposition. The leading nobles of 
the kingdom and the councillors of the queen-regent combined against 
him, and were joined by all those who considered themselves injured by 
the reforms which the new chancellor attempted to introduce into the 
administration, or by the favours granted to the Frenchmen who had 
come in his train. Stephen of Perche succeeded in foiling the first 
plot; but the conspirators contrived to obtain possession of Messina, 
and on receipt of these tidings an insurrection broke out at Palermo. 
Stephen was besieged in the campanile of the cathedral, and was obliged 
to treat with the rebels. His life was spared on condition that he left 
the kingdom. 

The coalition which achieved Stephen’s downfall was the logical 
consequence of the aristocratic attempts to reduce the royal power. A. 
common hatred of foreigners reconciled all the parties which had hitherto 
striven with one another in rivalry. For some time the queen-regent 
was entirely deprived of any exercise of authority, as the rebels estab- 
lished a council consisting of ten members of the royal Curia — Richard . 
Palmer, Bishop of Syracuse; Gentile, Bishop of Girgenti; Romuald, 
Archbishop of Salerno; John, Bishop of Malta; Roger, Count of Geraci; 
Richard, Count of Molise; Henry, Count of Montescaglioso ; Matthew of 
Ajello; Richard the Kaid; and Walter Ophamil, Dean of Girgenti (like 
Palmer, an Englishman), who was the king’s tutor and was consecrated 
Archbishop of Palermo in September 1169. He soon played a very 
important part, and appears to have deprived the Council of Ten of the 
powers which they had usurped. Supported by Matthew of Ajello, 
Walter excluded the representatives of the aristocracy from the council, 
and very soon reverted to the governmental tradition of Roger II and 
William I. And when William II reached his majority, the Archbishop 
of Palermo still retained his confidence. 

Under William II Norman policy as regards the Papacy and the 
Germanic Empire for many years remained identical with that of the 
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previous reign. The King of Sicily was the more inclined to support the 
papal cause, because in 1166, when Barbarossa invaded Italy, everyone 
thought that the Emperor intended to attack the Norman kingdom in 
the following year. But when Frederick was about to advance towards 
the south, he was summoned to Rome by the victory of Christian of 
Mayence at Monteporzio. In these critical circumstances Alexander III 
found support from the Normans, and the Sicilian galleys penetrated the 
Tiber as far as Rome. Alexander III did not take advantage of the 
proffered assistance, preferring to remain in the Eternal City, but a little 
later, when he took refuge at Benevento, he was again protected by 
Norman troops. The formation of the Lombard League prevented 
Barbarossa from interfering in South Italy, as before he could deal 
with the Norman kingdom he had to conquer North Italy, the whole 
of which was in arms. William II on his side did not stint his subsidies 
to the League; and in 1173, when Frederick tried to detach him from 
the papal alliance, the Norman king refused to fall in with the imperial 
views. At the Peace of Venice the Norman envoys played a leading part 
in the negotiations which preceded the conclusion of peace, and it was 
owing to their support that Alexander III succeeded in overcoming the 
difficulties raised by the Emperor and the Venetians. By the Peace a 
truce of fifteen years was assured between the Norman kingdom and the 
Germanic Empire. But henceforward William II modified his attitude 
towards the Papacy. When Lucius III, who succeeded Alexander III, 
was in his turn on bad terms with the Emperor (1184), William refused 
to side with the Pope. Intent on distant conquests of which we shall 
presently speak, the King of Sicily saw no use in risking a struggle with 
the Empire. The Treaty of Constance (1183) had put an end to the 
Lombard League, and William II was faced by the possibility of being 
the Pope’s only champion ill a conflict; he preferred to come to terms 
with Barbarossa, who had recently approached him to obtain the hand 
of Constance, Roger II’s daughter, for his son Henry. As William II 
was childless, the Emperor hoped that the Norman kingdom might be 
secured for his son, Constance being the legitimate heir. On 29 
October 1184 the betrothal was announced at Augsburg, and on 28 
August 1185 Constance was handed over to the imperial envoys at 
Itieti. 

His alliance with Alexander III had enabled William II to play an 
important part in the great events which occupied European diplomacy 
during his reign. He was brought into relations with the King of England 
in connexion with Henry IPs quarrel with Thomas Becket, and eventually 
in 1176 he married Henry’s daughter Joan. This marriage brought the 
two countries closer together, and many Englishmen came to settle in 
Sicily. 

Norman policy towards the Greek Emperor underwent a series of 
changes during William IPs reign. About 1167 Manuel Comnenus 
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definitely demanded from Alexander III the restoration of imperial 
unity, with himself as sole Emperor of East and West. As he feared 
that the King of Sicily would oppose this plan, he at once approached 
the court of Palermo with an offer to marry his daughter Maria, heiress 
to his dominions, to the young King William II. Nothing further is 
known as to the relations between the two courts until 1171, when 
owing to his quarrel with the Venetians Manuel reverted to this proposed 
marriage, and it was agreed that the Byzantine princess should arrive in 
Taranto in the spring of 1172. But when William went to meet his 
bride on the appointed day, she was not there. Probably by that time 
Manuel had entered on fresh negotiations with a view to arranging the 
marriage of his daughter to Barbarossa’s son. 

William II was deeply offended at the insult offered him, and resolved 
to be avenged. He began by forming an alliance with the Venetians 
(1175) and the Genoese (1174), thus depriving the Byzantines of possible 
allies, and as soon as a favourable opportunity occurred he dispatched 
troops to conquer Constantinople. When after Manuel’s death Andro- 
nicus Comnenus dethroned Alexius II (1184), the King of Sicily took 
advantage of the disturbances which broke out in the Greek Empire 
to declare war. As in bygone days Guiscard had used a pseudo- 
Michael VII, so William now made use of a spurious Alexius to gain 
partisans among the Byzantines. From the Norman kingdom an army 
of, it is said, eighty thousand men was gathered under the command of a 
certain Baldwin and of Richard, Count of Acerra. The fleet was com- 
manded by Tancred of Lecce. In June 1185 the Normans took Durazzo 
and advanced on Salonica, which was invested at the beginning of 
August. After the fall of this town, they marched on Constantinople 
and proceeded as far as Seres and Mosinopolis. Near the latter town 
was fought the decisive battle, wherein the Normans, treacherously 
attacked while negotiations were proceeding, were overwhelmed by the 
Byzantines. All the conquered cities were quickly recaptured from the 
invaders, only Durazzo remaining in their hands for a time, William II 
indeed carried on the war by sending his fleet under the command of the 
Admiral Margaritus to support Isaac Comnenus who had been pro- 
claimed Emperor; but he came to terms with the Emperor Isaac Angelas 
before 1189, although we do not know the exact date when the war 
ended. 

In sending his troops to attempt the conquest of Constantinople, 
William II was reverting to the grandiose policy of expansion formerly 
pursued by Robert Guiscard and Roger II. His Moorish policy was 
derived from the same sources. It is, however, specially in these matters 
that we can trace the personal influence of the king, for we know that 
his ministers were opposed to these distant expeditions; moreover, when 
he dispatched his ships to attack the Moorish possessions, William II 
was not only considering the Sicilian trade, he was not only seeking to 
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assure communications between the Western world and the Holy Places, 
but he was ambitious to pose as the protector of the Christian com- 
munities of the Levant. This explains why in his reign the Norman 
fleets specially directed their attacks against the Muslims of Egypt. 
Only the Normans supported the King of Jerusalem in his proposed 
campaign against Egypt, which was prevented by his death (1174) 1 . In 
like manner during the ensuing years, even while William was treating 
with the Almohades, he continued to send his sailors to lay waste the 
coasts of Egypt and to pillage Tinnls (1175-1177). These naval ex- 
peditions were interrupted by the war with the Greeks, but were resumed 
when the Christians of the Levant appealed to the West. The King of 
Sicily was one of the first to assume the cross on the occasion of the 
Third Crusade. He aspired to lead the expedition, and the engagements 
he entered into with some of the leaders of the Crusade caused serious 
embarrassment to his successor. Death prevented William II (18 November 
1 189) from realising his design, but the Norman fleet had already set sail 
for the East, and the exploits of its admiral Margaritus off the coast near 
Laodicea (Latiqlyah) cast a halo of glory round the last days of his reign. 

Of all the Norman sovereigns William II is the one of whose character 
we know least. He seems to have been devoid of the vigorous qualities 
of his race, for he never took personal command of his army and pre- 
ferred a life of ease and pleasure in the seclusion of his palace to the life 
of the camp. But it was precisely this contrast to his predecessors which 
caused his popularity. People were weary of the despotic authority exercised 
by Roger and William I; they breathed a sigh of relief at the accession 
of William II, and the tranquillity of his reign was almost too much 
appreciated, while deep gratitude was felt towards the sovereign who had 
bestowed these benefits. Regretted by his subjects, William “the Good” 
continued to be regarded in Italy as the ideal type of king, 

Rex ille magnificus, 

Pacificus, 

Cuius vita placuit 
Deo et hominibus ; 

and when Dante gave him a place in Paradise he was only echoing 
popular sentiment 2 . 

As William left no children, Constance, daughter of Roger II, was 
legitimate heiress to the crown of Sicily. Before her departure for Ger- 
many, William II had made his vassals swear fealty to her, thus clearly 
indicating his wishes, which were however disregarded. While one party, 
led by Walter, Archbishop of Palermo, was anxious that the royal will 
should be executed, two other parties, which had nothing in common save 
their hatred of the Germans, wished to elect a king, one supporting 

1 Cf. infra, Chapter vm, and supra, Vol. iv, Chapter xn, p. 877- 

2 Paradiso, xx, 66. The Latin threnody is by Richard of San Germano, MGH, 
Script, xix, 324 (SGUS, p. 5). 
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Roger of Andria, the other Tancred, Count of Lecce, illegitimate son of 
Duke Roger, and thus grandson of Roger II. Tancred was chosen 
(January 1190?), thanks to Matthew of Ajello,who was rewarded with the 
appointment of Chancellor. From the very outset he was faced by the 
most serious difficulties. A Muslim insurrection broke out in Sicily; in 
Italy the partisans of Roger of Andria revolted and espoused Henry Vi’s 
cause out of hatred for Tancred; finally, the arrival of the Third Crusade 
at Messina was the source of the gravest embarrassment to the new 
king. 

Richard of Acerra, Tancred’s brother-in-law, succeeded in restoring 
order in Italy and in seizing Roger of Andria, while Tancred conceded 
numerous privileges to the burghers of the towns and thus sought to 
secure their support against the feudal nobility. At the same time the 
king was carrying on very troublesome negotiations with the crusaders 
in Italy. Richard Coeur-de-Lion had complained even before his arrival 
in Messina that his sister Joan, widow of William II, was detained in 
captivity and had not received her jointure. Moreover, he demanded 
an important legacy bequeathed by the deceased king to Henry II of 
England, to wit, a golden table twelve feet in length and a foot and a 
half in breadth, a silken tent large enough to contain two hundred 
knights, twenty-four golden cups, a hundred galleys equipped for two 
years, and sixty thousand loads of wheat, barley, and wine. 

Tancred met these demands by setting Joan at liberty and giving her 
a million taris as jointure, but Richard was annoyed because all his 
claims had not been satisfied and, on his arrival at Messina, he occupied 
Bagnara on the Italian coast; subsequently, disagreements having arisen 
between the English and the people of Messina, he took possession of the 
city by force and built a wooden tower which he mockingly called “Mite 
Grifon ” (Slaughter-Greek). In the end Tancred came to terms with the 
irascible King of England; he indemnified Queen Joan by giving her 
another twenty thousand ounces of gold. In return for an equal sum 
Richard I renounced William II’s legacy and agreed to arrange a marriage 
between his nephew Arthur of Brittany and one of the King of Sicily’s 
daughters. Moreover Richard promised to uphold Tancred as long as he 
remained in the latter’s dominions. There is little doubt that the alliance 
was directed against Henry VI, Constance’s husband, but this clause of 
the treaty was of no assistance to Tancred’s interests, for after the de- 
parture of the crusaders for the Holy Land (March and April 1191) he 
remained in isolation to confront the German invasion. 

Ever since 1190 Henry VI had determined to claim his wife’s in- 
heritance by force. He was delayed by the death of his father, which took 
place during the Crusade, but was soon in a position to resume his 
Italian plans. In March 1191 he renewed the treaty of 1162 with Pisa; 
about the same time he entered into negotiations with Genoa, which 
were concluded a little later. He appeared outside Rome just after the 
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death of Pope Clement III, and the cardinals hastened to elect a suc- 
cessor before the arrival of the German troops (SO March 1191). The 
new Pope, Celestine III, was called upon to crown the Emperor the day 
after his own consecration (15 April). Immediately afterwards Henry VI 
directed his march towards southern Italy. There flocked round him not 
only the exiled Normans but also a large number of the nobles who had 
taken part in the last insurrection. The German expedition advanced 
with great ease, and it was almost without serious fighting that the 
Emperor laid siege to Naples, where the Norman troops had concentrated. 
While Henry was besieging Naples, the people of Salerno made their 
submission. The Empress Constance then repaired to Salerno and estab- 
lished herself in the royal palace of Terracina, where she remained 
when, in the course of the summer, an epidemic forced the Emperor to 
raise the siege of Naples and retire to the north. But he left garrisons 
in all the towns that had adopted his cause, and retained occupation of 
the conquered territory. 

After the departure of the Germans, the people of Salerno were much 
ashamed of their disloyalty, and to conciliate Tancred they handed over 
Constance to him. During the summer of 1191 Tancred crossed to Italy; 
he succeeded in wresting several towns from the Germans, among them 
Capua. He could not however drive out Henry’s troops; hostilities con- 
tinued for some years, and the Germans managed to hold their ground 
in the district of Monte Cassino, while on the other hand the King of 
Sicily established his authority in the Abruzzi. 

In expectation of the German Emperor making a fresh attack, Tancred 
sought to secure the aid of Byzantium, and arranged a marriage between 
his son Roger and Irene, daughter of Isaac Angelus. At the same time, 
in order to obtain the protection of Pope Celestine III, the King of Sicily 
agreed by the concordat of Gravina (1192) to relinquish the rights 
which the Treaty of Benevento had granted to the kingdom of Sicily. 
The mediation of the Pope with the Emperor, however, was un- 
successful, and Celestine III proffered no other assistance to Tancred. 
He even gave him the unpalatable advice to liberate Constance. Tancred 
followed this unhappy suggestion, and thus deprived himself of the hostage 
whom chance had placed in his hands. 

Tancred, however, did not live to witness the victory of Henry VI, 
for he died on 20 February 1194. He has been held up to ridicule by 
Peter of Eboli, who gloats over his ugly face and dwarfish stature; but 
he does not deserve the jibes of this poetical adulator of the German 
conquest, for it cannot be denied that during his short tenancy of the 
throne he displayed rare qualities as a military commander, which enabled 
him to offer resistance under almost hopeless conditions. 

The king’s elder son and crowned colleague Roger having predeceased 
him, the crown devolved on the second son William III, who was still very 
young. The regency was in the hands of the queen, Sibylla, sister of 



203 


Victory of Henry VI 


Count Richard of Acerra. The German Emperor had therefore only a 
woman and an infant to oppose him in the conquest of the Norman 
kingdom. Henry VI indeed had not relinquished his plans; he had been 
delayed by events in Germany, but was ready to take the field in 1194. 
In January of that year he concluded the treaty of Vercelli with the 
Lombard towns, so as to ensure that neither the Pope nor the King of 
Sicily should find allies among them. Having quelled in March 1194 the 
revolt of the house of the Welfs in Germany, Henry VI opened the 
campaign. He carefully arranged that he should be supported by the fleets 
of Pisa and Genoa. 

The characteristic feature of the expedition was the ease of his con- 
quest. There does not seem to have been any attempt at resistance, as 
from the outset the cause of William III was regarded as hopeless. As 
soon as Henry VI appeared outside a town, its gates were thrown open 
to him. Only the people of Salerno, who feared chastisement for their 
treachery, dared to resist, whereupon their city was taken by storm. In 
Sicily Sibylla vainly endeavoured to withstand him; she suffered the 
mortification of seeing the inhabitants of Palermo open the gates of the 
capital to the Emperor (20 November 1194). Having fled to Caltabellotta 
with her son, she accepted the peace proposals made by Henry VI, who 
offered William the county of Lecce and the principality of Taranto, 
and on Christmas Day 1194 the Emperor was crowned King of Sicily at 
Palermo in her presence and that of her son. Pour days later, on the pretext 
of their complicity in a plot, the queen and the principal nobles of the 
kingdom were arrested. The Emperor has been severely blamed for these 
arrests, and has been accused of having forged all the documents proving 
the existence of a plot and of having caused the death of the prisoners. 
He has been partially exonerated on this score. In 1194 there was no 
blood-thirsty repression, and there apparently was a plot. On the other 
hand, there is no doubt that, after the great insurrections against the 
German domination which broke out in 1196 and 1197, Henry VI did 
order wholesale executions. He not only punished the instigators of the 
revolt, but also directed that some of the prisoners of 1194 who had 
taken no part in it should have their eyes put out. Consequently, even if 
we adopt the most favourable hypothesis, Henry VPs conduct must 
appear excessively cruel, as he punished individuals who, having been in 
German prisons for two years, must necessarily have been innocent of 
complicity in the later events. 

The fate of William III, last of the Norman kings, is unknown; 
according to some reports Henry VI caused him to be mutilated, according 
to others Tancred’s son became a monk. 

The administrative organisation established by the Norman kings 
in South Italy and Sicily was not less remarkable than their political 
achievement. Two facts dominate the history of the Norman organisation 
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and explain its methods: the very small numbers of the conquerors and 
the sparseness also of the indigenous population. Even after the con- 
querors had been strengthened by a further immigration, still none too 
large, of their compatriots, they were never sufficiently numerous to out- 
weigh the native races; they were obliged to attract settlers from all parts 
to populate vacant lands, and to retain their ascendency they were led 
to concede equal importance to the institutions, customs, and characters 
of all the races they found represented in the regions they subjugated. 

Hence although French remained the court language, the Norman 
Chancery made use of Greek, Latin, or Arabic, according to the nation- 
ality of those to whom they dispatched the royal diplomas. The same 
principle recurs in private law, and in the preamble of the Assises of 
Ariano in 1140 the greatest Norman king decreed as follows: “The 
laws newly promulgated by our authority are binding on every one... but 
without prejudice to the habits, customs, and laws of the peoples subject 
to our authority, each in its own sphere... unless any one of these laws or 
customs should be manifestly opposed to our decrees.” W e find an ex- 
pression of the same spirit in the manner in which Roger II and his 
successors borrowed from various legal systems those elements of public 
law which they considered most advantageous to their dynasty and most 
easily applicable to the conquered country. Thus Norman public law 
seems to be a mixture partly of Justinianean and Byzantine, partly of 
feudal law. Recently H. Niese has endeavoured to prove that in Sicilian 
law there was an element of Norman law, the importance of which he 
may have exaggerated. 

The greatest social change which the Normans introduced into their 
new domain was, perhaps, feudalism in the true sense of the word. 
Neither the Lombards of the south nor the Byzantines had known vassal- 
age or fiefs, however much hereditary counts and nobles may have formed 
a fitting prelude to feudalism proper. But by the reign of Roger II we 
find a feudal hierarchy of princes, dukes, counts, and barons, holding fiefs 
by military tenure under homage and fealty, and usually enjoying feudal 
jurisdiction, at least in civil causes. Below and beside them stand the 
simple knights with or without fiefs. Roger II, by decreeing that only 
the son of a knight could himself be knighted, endeavoured to form the 
whole feudal body into a kind of caste. In its general outlines this 
system was not different from that of Normandy. The mass of the 
peasantry were either actual serfs, bound to their plots, many of whom 
(the defcnmti), not unlike the German minntenales , were specially liable 
to military service, or men who, though personally free, held their land 
by servile tenure. The new settlers, called in to people vacant lands, 
were naturally favoured by their own customs. But there were also large, 
if diminishing, survivals of non-feudal freeholders, mostly townsmen, 
who fully owned their property absque servitio. Slaves were not very 
numerous, and no Christians, save Slavs only, could by custom -law be 
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bought and sold as such. The non-noble population as a whole were 
liable to the angariae , i.e. the repair of roads and castles and the like. 
The peasants had already adopted the habit of living together in small 
towns for the sake of safety, and, just as happens to-day in Sicily, a man’s 
plot of ground might lie some miles from his dwelling-place. The 
burdens on the peasant were indeed heavy and his lot was hard, but it 
was mitigated by the growth of custom, favoured by his value to his 
lord and by the strictness of the royal administration. 

From a religious point of view the Norman kings borrowed their 
conception of a theocratic monarchy from Byzantium, but their spirit of 
tolerance mitigated the exaggerated results which might have attended 
this principle. The “pious” king, the “defender of the Christians,” 
insisted that he was “crowned by God” and is shewn in the mosaics 
of the churches receiving the diadem from Christ. It was, said Roger II 
in his Assises, “equal to sacrilege (par sacrilegio) to cavil at his judg- 
ments, his laws, deeds, and counsels.” Further, the privilege of the Apos- 
tolic Legateship conferred on the Norman sovereigns an authority over 
part of the Latin clergy in their dominions such as was possessed by no 
other monarch of that period. Nevertheless they allowed free exercise of 
their religion to the Muslims from the start, and to the Greeks after a 
comparatively short interval from the conquest. 

The administrative organisation established in their states was the 
most characteristic creation of the Norman rulers. At the heart of this 
skilfully constructed system was the king, who governed with the assist- 
ance of the Curia Regis , in whose hands were concentrated all powers. 
Gradually there came into being various departments, a Court of Justice, 
side by side with a Financial Council (Archons of the Secretion) which 
was itself divided into several sections (dohana \diwaii\ a secretis , dohana 
baronum ), equipped with official registers, according to the business with 
which it had to deal. In the Curia we find both lay and ecclesiastical 
vassals, as well as chosen counsellors of the king, the familiar es, from 
whom were recruited the members of the Privy Council (>? /cparaid Koprr]), 
known as the Lords of the Curia (Domini Curiae). Among them the 
great officials of the kingdom held the chief place. The Emir of Emirs or 
Admiral (ammiratus ammiratorum ) had at first perhaps the charge of 
the Muslim population as well as the command of the fleet, a duty from 
which the modern title Admiral for a naval commander is derived, but 
under Roger II the Admiral George of Antioch became practically a 
prime minister or Grand Vizier. The office was left unfilled after the 
death of Maio, and the Chancellor, whose office was also often left vacant, 
was, when nominated, the chief royal minister. Over the finances was set 
the Grand Chamberlain, who became the chief of the Financial Council 
when that emerged. Dependent on one or other of the two great bodies — 
the Court of Justice or the Financial Council — there were ranked the 
officials of the provinces. These by the time of William II consisted of 
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the Master Justiciaries, Master Chamberlains, and Master Constables (all 
over groups of provinces), and the older posts of Justiciars (for justice), 
Chamberlains (for finance), and Constables (for troops), each for a single 
province. They had under their orders local subordinates, e.g. catapans, 
strategi, viscounts, bahdi , cadis, judges, many of whom still retained the 
old Greek, Lombard, or Saracen titles. 

Thanks to this hierarchy of officials, royal authority was in all parts 
powerfully exercised over its subjects. This is particularly shewn by two 
facts. None of the cities in the Norman kingdom ever succeeded in 
constituting itself a free town ; even the greatest of them had at its head 
an official appointed by the king. And, with very rare exceptions, none 
of the vassals of the Crown, whose obligations towards the king were 
regulated by feudal law, possessed the right of trying criminal cases; 
these the king reserved for himself. 

The power of the monarchy at home and abroad was increased by its 
wealth. From many sources a treasure was amassed which was still con- 
siderable when Henry VI captured it at Palermo. In addition to the 
revenue derived from the royal demesnes, the profits of justice, and the 
usual feudal aids (called in the Norman kingdom the collect a), including 
purveyance, the kings raised a variously-named tribute analogous to the 
English Danegeld, and drew large sums from tolls and duties, such as 
the lucrative port-dues levied on the ships which thronged their harbours. 
The kings themselves engaged in trade. The manufacture of silk, intro- 
duced by Roger II, was a royal monopoly, and his royal mantle still 
preserved shews how exquisite the new art could be. 

Even in art we find the combination of various elements resulting in 
a new and harmonious whole As creators or promoters of a civilisation 
which was enriched on all sides by the most varied influences, the Norman 
kings aspired to leave behind them witnesses of their achievements — 
monuments capable of attesting the power and originality of a conception 
which sought to recognise every living element in the races they governed 
and to represent truthfully the particular nature, spirit, and quality of each 
of these races in the close collaboration of all. Although some of the 
monuments erected under their supervision have a definitely Eastern 
character, such as the palaces of La Zisa or La Cuba, most of the buildings 
which they constructed present a happy combination of Norman, Byzan- 
tine, and Saracenic art. As the finest examples of this composite art 
it is enough to mention the Cappella Palatina at Palermo, the cathedral 
of Monreale, and the church of Cefalu. 

The mosaic of manners and customs due to the juxtaposition of different 
races was also evident in the life of the. great cities of the Norman king- 
dom. Never indeed was there any fusion between the races existing 
therein. Greeks, Italians, Normans, Saracens, all continued to dwell in 
the same towns subject to the same authority, but faithful to their own 
customs and traditions. 
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The court at Palermo exhibited the same diversity as was elsewhere 
visible. There the king appeared in a costume derived alike from Byzantine 
ceremonial, from Western chivalry, and from the magnificence of the 
Saracenic East. For his protection there were two bodyguards, one of 
knights, the other of negroes under the command of a Muslim. In the 
army there was the same mixture, Norman knights arrayed beside 
Saracen troops in striking costumes. In the train of the sovereign, Latin, 
Greek, and Muslim officials were in constant intercourse. At Roger IPs 
court the Arab geographer Xdrlsi, the Greek author Nilus Doxapatrius, 
and the Emir Eugenius who translated Ptolemy’s Optics into Latin, 
might be found side by side. Arabic poets composed poems in honour 
of the royal family. Abu-ad-Dah bewailed the death of Duke Roger; 
‘Abd-ar-Rahman sang the charms of one of the royal palaces. At 
William Ps court Henry Aristippus translated the works of St Gregory 
Nazianzen by desire of the king, and undertook the translation of the 
Phaedo and the fourth book of Aristotle’s Meteorologica. 

Affected by contact with Eastern civilisation, the Norman sovereigns 
allowed themselves to adopt the morals of their Moorish courtiers with a 
facility which was a credit to their eclecticism, but which gradually 
weakened their energy and dignity; and their example was undoubtedly 
followed by most of the nobles at court. If the sons of the Norman 
conquerors all suffered more or less from the pernicious influence of 
these new customs combined with the effect of an unaccustomed climate, 
nowhere was this degeneracy so rapid and so intense as in the royal 
family. Most of the sons of Roger II died young; the number of children 
diminished with William I, and William II was childless. The extinction 
of the royal family only preceded the fall of the Norman domination by 
a few years ; it was at once a cause and a sign. Between the va 2 'ious 
elements which formed the Norman kingdom, elements which differed too 
widely ever to blend into a coherent and durable whole, the person of the 
king supplied the only link, a link which necessarily disappeared with 
his disappearance, for Constance was not regarded as the daughter of 
Roger II but as the German Empress. With Henry VI there began a 
new period in the history of South Italy and of Sicily, and it may be said 
that the conquest in 1194 marked the close of the Norman domination. 
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CHAPTER V. 

THE ITALIAN CITIES TILL c. 1200. 

No more characteristic phenomenon of the prime of the Middle Age 
can be found than the self-governing town. It existed, more or less fully 
developed, in the chief countries of the West, and we shall hardly err in 
attributing its rise and growth to economic causes of equally general 
prevalence. It was the resurgence of trade, of manufacture for a wide 
market, after the anarchic, miserable ninth and tenth centuries, which 
produced town and townsman, merchant and craft. The conditions of 
the times imprinted on the medieval town other universal characters. 
Safety and orderly life were impossible save in association, in group life, 
and the associated burghers replaced or competed with the feudal or kin- 
ship groups which preceded them. Local and personal law was the rule, 
and the law of merchant and town took its place by the side of other 
local and class customs. Central authority in greater or less degree was 
shattered, and the town, like the baron, obtained its fraction of autonomy. 
Whatever the degree of their independence, the shackled English boroughs, 
the French towns in all their varieties, the republics of Flanders and the 
Hanse, and the Italian communes, obey the same impulse and bear a 
family resemblance. 

Yet while the medieval towns are obviously akin, the divergences 
among them in character and history are deep and wide; and most 
aberrant from the rest, if the most pronounced and perfect of the type, 
are the Italian city-states. Like their congeners, indeed, they owed their 
florescence ultimately to geographical factors. Some, like Venice and 
Pisa, were ports on the sea; others were halting-places at the fords or 
junction of rivers, like Cremona; others, like Verona, were at the mouths 
of passes; others punctuated the immemorial roads, like Siena or Bologna; 
others, perhaps, were merely safe centres in a fertile land, clots of popula- 
tion, which could produce un-bled by feudal tyranny. The whole land, 
too, bad a temporary geographical advantage : Italy was the half-way 
house between the East (and Constantinople), with its civilisation, its 
luxury, and its arts, and the West, hungry for these amenities, the 
most extravagant of purchasers. But, save the last, these advantages of 
site were old, and the Italian cities, for the most part, were old too, or 
at least conscious children of the past like Venice, and in their history 
their inheritance counts for much. Bruges and Bristol were new growths, 



The towns in non-Lombard Italy 


209 


Padua and Milan started as cities on their medieval career. In the wreck 
of the Roman Empire, at the coming of the Lombards, they had indeed 
lost, even in Byzantine territory, the greater part of their city institutions 
of antiquity. They were transformed beyond recognition perhaps, but 
not beyond identity. The attempts of historians to shew a continuous 
existence of the main institutions of civic government from Theodosius 
to Frederick Barbarossa have failed, though in rare cases an office or a 
title might outlive the welter; but civic instinct, civic co-operation could 
survive and blend with new elements under new conditions after centuries 
of revolution. For the understanding of the new growth it is necessary 
first to look, though too often by a flickering and uncertain light, at the 
dubious remnants of the ancient order. 

It is natural that the clearest traces of late Roman institutions should 
be found in those Italian cities which fell into Lombard hands either late 
or never. A general description of their government before the Frankish 
conquest has already been given in a previous volume 1 2 * * * , and here it will 
only be necessary to touch on their organisation in Frankish and post- 
Frankish times. We find that at Ravenna and Naples the curiales are 
no longer a governing magisterial assembly, but a college of notaries ; in 
fact the town office-staff 1 had survived the assembly they had served. 
Ravenna, however, still possessed a Senate of nobles, though it may be 
questioned if it ever met as an administrative body. Its chief members, 
the dukes, who belonged to but a few great families, had individually 
judicial and administrative powers; and its secondary members, the 
consuls , may have had some functions. At Naples consul was merely a 
title enjoyed like other Byzantine ranks by many of the nobility, 
i.e. of the wealthier landowners. At Rome the Senate as an assembly 
had disappeared, although the title Senator belonged to the greatest 
noble family. There the consules et duces , a combined title for which 
that of consules Romanorum was substituted before a.d. 1000, had some 
of the functions of the Ravennate dukes, while the plain consuls seem 
merely to hold a title, and possibly might not be of noble birth 8 . The 
city-militia, ranged in twelve local regiments (numeri, bandi , or scholae), 
formed the nearest approach to a popular assembly in Ravenna and Rome, 
while at Naples the milites were more like a warrior caste beneath the 
nobles. In all three towns there are traces of the ancient trade-corpora- 
tions {scholae) still subsisting. Alike in all, however, real authority is 
derived, in Byzantine fashion, from the ruler, the Duke at Naples, the 
Pope at Rome, and is wielded by his bureaucracy, of which the dukes 
at Ravenna and the consules et duces at Rome were only subordinate 

1 Vol. ii. Chap, vm (a). 

2 But the notaries who were consuls (L. Halphen, titudes sur l’ administration 

de Rome au Moyen Age, p. 29, n. S) may well have been nobles like those of 

Ravenna in the eleventh century. See G. Buzzi, Le curie arcivescovile e cittadina 

di Ravenna , B1SI, 35, p. 54. 
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members. The distance of Ravenna from Rome, and the desire of its 
archbishop to rule it in opposition to the Pope’s rights, may have allowed 
a Ravennate Senate to continue ; the material power of the great Roman 
landowners and the local patriotism of the Roman militia may have raised 
Alberic as their elected prince to exercise the temporal prerogatives of 
the Popes ; but in the tenth century no commune, no republican city, 
save Venice perhaps, exists in Italy. 

The break-down of the institutions of the ancient Empire was of 
necessity tar more complete in the territory conquered by the Lombards, 
which accounted for the greater part of Italy. The Lombards came as 
barbaric enemies of Rome ; they replaced Roman organisation by simpler 
institutions of their own. Here and there so-called curiales or similar 
officials might exist as petty tax-gatherers and notaries. Here and there 
might continue a trade-corporation, like the soap-makers of Piacenza 
who at some time before 744? were paying annually thirty pounds of soap 
to the king. The number of survivals may be increased by further research. 
But in general the elaborate Roman administration disappeared. It could 
hardly be otherwise. Depopulated and in stagnation, with the self- 
sufficing great estate or curtis as the typical economic unit, with the 
mass of the population aldii or half-free peasants, with the growing class 
of Roman freemen in the towns for long officially ignored by the Arian 
Lombards, only the most elementary and hardiest Roman organisations 
could be expected to survive. Some such, however, there were, and the 
course of time increased their importance. From the first the towns could 
not be deprived of their position as economic centres of their surrounding 
countryside; the curtis often had surplus produce to dispose of; Roman 
crafts were torpid, not dead — the Lombard merchant and the Italian 
shipwright became known abroad. The conversion of the Lombards to 
Catholicism, and the inevitable intermixture of race, ended in the official 
recognition of Roman as well as Lombard law by the time of Liutprand 
(712-744), and the ranking of freemen in the army on a pure property 
basis by King Aistulf in 750. 

It is in close connexion with their ecclesiastical arrangements, them- 
selves founded on the civil organisation of the falling Empire, that we 
find the earliest germs of the later North Italian communes. The diocese 
corresponded usually with the Roman civitas , the unit of secular admini- 
stration. The largest subdivision of the diocese was the plebs or piece, 
presided over by its archpriest and having its centre in the baptismal 
church {eccle.na), in which alone for long the chief rites of religion could 
be performed. The plebs was in its turn subdivided. In the country it 
was a collection of villages each of which in time had its own oratory 
(capella) and bore, at least later, some such name as vicinantia. The 
bishop’s city, however, with its suburb stretching a mile or so beyond 
the walls, formed a plebs by itself, a fact of which the baptisteries of 
Italian cities still remind ns. Its subdivisions, or parishes in modern 
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language, each with its capella, formed the vicinantiae , populi , or contratae 
of the city. A vicinantia in town or country usually possessed, or had 
the use of, common lands, pasture and wood, as an economic necessity, 
and the meeting of the vicini (parishioners, neighbours) perhaps round 
the village elm or at the door of the capella to arrange such matters can 
hardly ever have gone out of use. To this day the use of certain Alpine 
pastures is managed by similar meetings of the hereditary users 1 . Nor 
in such meetings can the personal status of the vicini have formed a bar 
to participation. Later under the communes the vicinantiae were to play 
a part in the city -administration. In the country the plebs had at least 
its little market for exchange on holy days before its ecclesia, and often, 
it seems, the use of common lands to manage in customary fashion. 
But in the towns we see an intermediate and purely secular subdivision, 
the quarters or gates (portae), going back to Roman times. The first 
duty of the quarter was the repair and guarding of the walls, or that 
share of the work (one-third) which did not fall on the State or the 
Church. The city plebs, too, was not without its assembly and its 
elementary functions. There were common lands of the city needing 
some management. There were proclamations to be made, public burdens 
perhaps to be apportioned, as in the country. As early as Rothari’s time 
(636-652), strayed animals were cried in the conventus ante ecclesiam. 
And perhaps there was the election of a bishop or the alienation of 
church -lands to be formally approved. In Carolingian times we find 
sure evidence of the existence and occasional activity of this city-assembly 
in Lombard Italy. About 790 Charlemagne’s son Pepin of Italy forbade 
the men of Piacenza to receive aid'd in the city by their decree (prae- 
ceptnm) ;■ and at Piacenza the general assembly (contio) long met in front 
of the old cathedral of Sant’ Antonino, a proof of the assembly’s exist- 
ence before the new cathedral of Santa Giustina was built in 877. 

Two features with far-reaching effects characterised the assembly. 
First, it was composed of dwellers within the walls alone. Even if this 
character does not go back to late Roman times, the fact that in the 
suburb outside the walls there would be in depopulated Lombard Italy 
but scattered hamlets at most would sufficiently account for it. Its im- 
portance needs no stressing. The walled city, forming a separate plebs, 
exceptional in population, duties, and power, is the starting-point of the 
urban Italian commune, cut off from the countryside and, apart from 
the State-administration, possessing as its ultimate authority a general 

1 Cf. A. Serpieri, Studio sui pascoli alpini della Svizzera, pp. 185-8; at 
Cortina certain hereditary groups each dispose of the usufruct of a portion of the 
alp, and elect their officers in a meeting of the group in front of the church. 
F. Schneider, Die Entstekung von Burg und Landgemeinde in Italien, would apparently 
restrict the managing use of common lands to the settlements of Arimanni, i.e. in 
this connexion, free warriors specially assigned to the frontier-strips or other 
garrison-duty. But his evidence is insufficient. 
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assembly of the city dwellers. Secondly, there is the close connexion of 
the city with its bishop. Protector of the plain subject in late Roman 
times, head of his Catholic flock while the Lombards were still Arian, 
chief citizen and a public official under the Carolingians, surrounded by 
a throng of vassals in town and country, it was the bishop, whether much 
or little privileged, who brought the formless assembly and the elementary 
machinery of quarters and vicinanze into working order as a substitute 
for decaying government. How strong the feeling of city unity was, and 
how intimately linked with the city’s church, is seen as early as 715 
when the dispute over the diocesan boundaries of Siena and Arezzo led 
to armed conflict between the two cities in which the Sienese people 
appear as a self-acting body. 

The effect of the strictly Carolingian period was to intensify the 
existing current of development. Freemen, whether Frank, Lombard, 
or Roman, or of some other race or personal law, were privileged according 
to their rank in society, not by their racial descent, although the offspring 
of Germanic conquerors were naturally still predominant among them. 
And a mixed customary law, containing elements both Lombard and 
Roman, was evidently growing up locally even in the vicinanze, and even 
among a serf-population. The loci consuetudo had been already acknow- 
ledged by King Rothari, and King Liutprand in 727 admitted its mingled, 
local, and popular character. The development of such local usus terrae 
in the towns at least must have been assisted, and the training of 
the notables in law and government must have been increased, by 
Charlemagne’s institution of the scabini 1 2 . These law-experts and life- 
assessors in judgment, chosen totins populi consensu 2 by the missi, pro- 
duced a competent professional class of lawyers among the very men 
who would naturally take the lead in the affairs of the city and its 
church. 

A far more powerful impulse, however, towards city-autonomy, was 
given by the disasters of Italy during the age of anarchy following the 
deposition of Charles the Fat in 887. The civil wars, the weakening of 
the degenerate kingship, the rapid changes among the provincial wielders 
of the public power, left the state unable to exercise its rights, to levy its 
dues, or to protect its miserable subjects. Against the Hungarian or 
Saracen ravagers the only sure defence lay in the guard of the walled 
towns or castles by their inhabitants. Castra ( castelli ) began to spring 
up in the countryside through the unprompted co-operation of the neigh- 
bouring population, who would there find a place of refuge for themselves 
and their property. The cities were similarly a place of refuge, but their 
defence fell on the permanent inhabitants, whose organisation of quarters 
( portae ) and vicinantiae regained for military purposes its full significance. 

1 See supra , Vol. n, Chap, xxi, p. 668. 

2 Capitular a Wormatiense > a.d. 829, MGH, Capit. xx, p. 15. 
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A song of the city-watch has been transmitted to us from this time, 
a prelude in Latin of Italian verse. 

“Fortis iuventus, virtus audax bellica, 
vestra per muros audiantur carmina : 
et sit in arniis alterna vigilia 
ne fraus liostilis liaec invadat moenia.” 1 

It was the bishop who appeared at the head of his fellow-citizens ( concvoes ) 
in this work of co-operation and defence. Thus in 904 King Berengar 
permits Hildegar, Bishop of Bergamo, and his concvoes to guard against 
the heathen raids and the oppression of the great nobles by rebuilding 
the city walls and towers, and in the same diploma to the bishop and his 
see were granted those walls and the public jurisdiction within them. 
Other grants of the kind were to follow. Under the Holy Roman 
Emperors it was the public policy to hand over the comitai powers in 
cities and a radius round them to their bishops. But how much these 
grants merely ratified an existing or impending situation is seen in Tuscany, 
where few bishops obtained them yet all were closely concerned with the 
dawn of city-autonomy. Looking from above, the Emperor let slip 
powers of his own or of the great vassals into the hands of his own 
episcopal nominees who could effectively administer them. Looking from 
below, the city notables obtained a greater voice in the city government 
through its formal conferment on their episcopal chief, of whom they 
were the customary and recognised councillors and generally the vassals. 

In spite of the disasters of the times, the effort for self-defence and 
the restoration of the walls, not to mention the acquisition of local State- 
administrative powers by rulers on the spot, could not fail to promote 
the prosperity of the cities. Their population, too, must have increased, 
if only owing to the inrush of refugees who did not always return to their 
ruined homes in the countryside ; while, after the Ottos had excluded 
heathen ravage, their progress was comparatively rapid. It is natural 
that we should trace signs of greater civic self-consciousness and self- 
dependence in the larger and wealthier centres. In Milan this took an 
ecclesiastical form. The townsmen fought for five years (948-953) in 
support of the canonically-elected Adalman against the royal nominee 
Manasse, who was favoured by the nobles of the countryside. The same 
people c. 980 shew a more pronounced communal spirit when they drove 
out their archbishop, the tyrannous great noble Landolf II, and only 
received him again after a battle and a treaty. Considerable must have 
been the internal cohesion of the city and of its rudimentary organisation 
to enable its notables to enter even into an informal contract. And their 
collective character was gaining some sort of recognition too from the 
royal government. It was to his subjects and inhabitants of Genoa, with 
no mention of bishop, count, or marquess, that Berengar II in 958 con- 

1 MGH, Poetae Carolini mm, in, pp. 703-5. 
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firmed their local customs and privileges; and when Count Nanno of 
Verona, acting as imperial missus , tried the case of Ratherius, the saintly 
and fractious Veronese Bishop, he appealed formally for their opinion to 
the townsmen ( urbani ) gathered en masse before him. Their answer, if 
expressed (so the bishop says) with “ porcine clamour,” was articulate 
and resulted in Ratherius 1 deposition. In both these cases, however, the 
breach between citizens and bishop remains personal, not constitutional, 
in its nature, for neither at Verona nor at Milan did the prelate exercise 
the powers of a count in his city. But a deliberate effort to replace the 
bishop in some of his governmental rights appears at Cremona, where he 
was endowed with comital authority over the city and a radius of five 
miles round it. In 996 the Emperor Otto III granted to the free citizens, 
“ rich and poor,” the absolute use of their common rights of pasture and 
of the river- transit in the contado as well as the State rights annexed 
thereto. The bishop, Ulric, when he heard of the grant, was up in arms, 
for his were the profitable dues and tolls affected ; and soon the unpre- 
cedented diploma was quashed. 

Thus we can sum up the results of the Ottoman peace on the cities. 
More populous, more wealthy, more secure, their embryonic institutions 
were allowing them to act collectively, however heterogeneous their popu- 
lation of nobles, great and small, and plebeians might be. As a rule, 
doubtless, their bishop was still their protector, the nucleus round which 
their rudimentary assemblies could cohere. At this very time, in the 
transaction of the bishopric’s secular affairs we find the bishop surrounded 
by a council which included lay vassals of his and notables, and the steward 
of bis lands, the vicedominus , was in many cases becoming lay and heredi- 
tary. But if such incidents as that of Cremona were exceptions which 
chequered a usually good understanding, they nevertheless go to shew 
the sense of an independent corporate existence among the citizens, that 
they were not merely the prolongation of the bishop’s shadow. Pisa, 
early mature through her shipping, could wage a city-war with neigh- 
bouring Lucca in 1004, and in the same year King Henry II was receiving 
hostages and collective oaths of fealty from the Lombard towns 1 . Com- 
munes and consuls there were none as yet, but notables and assemblies 
could already act in concert, though all the powers of State-government, 
strictly speaking, still belonged to imperial or feudal officials. The 
slowness of the change may have been partly due to the fact that 
some of these officials or vassals were the leading notables of the town. 

In fact, the impulse to association and to the formation of local custom 
was shewing itself even in the feudal countryside, especially in the little 
towns (castetti) which grew out of the castles of refuge. These were co- 
operative from the start, in spite of the extreme inequality in the rights 

1 Adalbold, Vita Heinvici, 41, MGH, Script, iv, p. 693: “Civitates etiaxn, ad 
quas rex noudum venerat, obsides ultro transmittunt fidemque debitam per sacra- 
menta promittunt.” 
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and status of their denizens, ranging from few lords to many oppressed 
serfs. The evidence for them, indeed, mostly dates from a later time, but 
it still allows us to draw some conclusions as to their earlier existence, 
and as to the economic necessities which compelled some collective action 
within them. Like the tiny vicmanze they possessed common rights to 
pastures and woods ; there was watch to be kept on the walls, and neces- 
sary repairs of their fabric; and a chief-watchman ( portinarius ) to be 
appointed by common consent of the feudal lord and his subjects of all 
degrees. In the rare cases when there was no lord or compossessing family 
of signori, the denizens stepped into his place, as we can see in a unique 
diploma of Otto II in 983 to the men of Lazise on Lake Garda. These 
eighteen men, who seem to be merely the chief free men of the castello , 
receive collectively the right to levy tolls and dues, as if they were feudal 
magnates. They had outrun their city neighbours in this prophetic grant 
because no feudal lord stood between them and the Emperor. 

A variant of these primitive arrangements of the north Italian towns 
may be seen in the contemporary institutions of Venice, where the con- 
tinued connexion with the East Homan Empire led both to the earlier - 
foundation of a republican government and to its retention of a quasi- 
monarchical administration. In Venice ultimate power resided in the 
tumultuary mass-meeting of the citizens, the arengo, which elected the 
Doge, and approved peace and war and the most important State decisions. 
The Doge {Dux), as befitted the lineal successor of a Byzantine provincial 
governor, with the aid of his nominees exercised the whole executive, but 
around him in his solemn court for judgment and consultation gathered 
the notables, clerical and lay, the maiores, mediocres , et minor es citizens. 
These boni homines, as . they were often called, among whom naturally the 
landowners (at Venice identical with the chief shippers) predominated, 
formed a kind of representation of the community, and their presence 
was practically necessary to an act of State. 

In every circumscription in the Regrnm Itdlicum , whether vicinantia , 
plebs, or comitatus, the boni homines , or notables, appear. They were 
assessors in the courts, witnesses of deeds, arbitrators in voluntary j uris- 
diction, advisers of the higher authorities, interpreters of local custom. 
They were not a noble class, but in the city were normally free landholders, 
preferably of some rank. Among them would be the indices (the legal 
experts, earlier called scabini ), the holders of curies (manors) within the 
walls, and a selection of lesser nobles and freemen who had become well- 
to-do in trade. It was the boni homines , a composite collection of notables 
long-practised in local affairs, who were to be the animating nucleus ot 
the future commune. 

The first movement towards city-autonomy, strictly speaking, seems 
to have taken place in southern Italy. There, outside the limits of the 
Regnum Italicum , among warring, fragmentary states and laxly-held 
Byzantine territories, the notables, with the active or passive assent of 
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the population, could form a more or less comprehensive league of towns- 
men and extort, or take unheeded, from their sovereign part at least of 
the functions of government. “ Facta est commmiitas primal we read in 
the Annals of Benevento under 1'015\ The pact of Sergius IV, Duke of 
Naples, with his subjects c. 1 030 recognises such a societas, though per- 
haps of nobles only, and engages that peace or war shall not be declared, 
nor customs changed, nor a noble tried, save with the consent of the 
nobles. Still earlier, during the minority of their Duke Atenolf II, c. 1 000, 
the nobles and boni homines of Gaeta obtained a share in political power. 
The participation of the wealthy shippers in the government of Amalfi 
was at least as large. All these towns, however, were the capitals of 
hereditary princes ; and more real communal forms are to be dimly 
discerned in the restless cities of Apulia under the weak Byzantine rule. 
Thus at Bari the Fraternitas Sanctae Marine^ headed by the archbishop, 
appears to have taken a leading part in the faction-fights, defence, and 
effective government of the town. The city of Troia enjoyed practical 
autonomy, at the price of a tribute, from its foundation by the catapan 
Boioannes in 1018. Assembled in the bishop’s court, the chief citizens 
(seniores and boni homines) chose their judge and turmarch (commander- 
in-chief) and directed affairs. In these Apulian proto-communes, the 
scanty evidence gives the impression that they were more strictly oligarchic 
in character than their congeners in the north. The bishop and the 
nohttiores homines seem to act for their fellow-citizens with no appeal to 
a city-assembly. It was a difference more in form than in substance, 
which was due perhaps to Byzantine, anti-popular influences, and in any 
ease was obliterated by the appearance of an assembly when in the twelfth 
century the Apulian cities take rank as full-fledged, but definitely subject, 
universitates under the Norman dukes. 

The fact, however, that the Apulian towns fell under Norman rule 
before their institutions were fully developed, separates them sharply from 
the city-states of North Italy, which in fact, if not in theory, were in 
their maturity independent republics. In the eleventh century the northern 
towns were only in process of attaining internal solidarity and self- 
government. There it was only gradually, and so to say blindly, through 
many tentative variations, that the sworn league (coninratio), which 
appears perhaps 1 2 as early as the tenth century among sections of the 
bourgeoisie^ coalesces with the city-assembly in a commune. We may 
assume, arguing from later custom, that it was probably the city-assembly, 
the mass-meeting of inhabitants, which took the collective oath of fealty 
to Henry II in 1004, and at Ivrea to Marquess Ulric-Manfred II of Turin 

1 Annates Bencventmii (S. Sophiae), BISI, 42, p. 131. The cmiuratio secundo of 
1041(2) (ibid. p. 135) gives a valuable light on the meaning of communitas and the 
method of forming a commune. 

2 For the term coniuratia for the league of the Milanese c. 980 against Arch- 
bishop Landolf II is only used by the chronicler Aruulf (e. 1070). 
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c. 1016 in terms which hint at the process by which the sworn association 
long after became identical with the city-state 1 . But the special protection 
which Henry II granted in 1014 to omnes maiores homines dwelling in 
the castello (borough) of Savona, and to cunctos arimcmnos dwelling in 
the city of Mantua, can only refer to definite classes of the population. 
Leaving aside, however, such a special kind of landholder as the arimannus 
of the eleventh century, we find the population of the north Italian cities 
falling into three main divisions, the capitanei , the valvassores minores 
or secundi milites , and the plebeians 2 , i.e. roughly speaking, the barons, 
the knights and squires, and the non-nobles. The two first classes were 
by no means composed solely of nobles who held manors or fiefs in the 
city proper. A large number of the countryside nobles resided for a part 
of the year within the walls. This was an immemorial custom in town- 
loving Italy, and had been given a stronger hold by the barbarian ravages 
of the tenth century. In consequence in the early class-warfare we cannot 
precisely distinguish in their case between town and country, nor can we 
indeed draw any hard and fast line of demarcation in later times. The 
plebeians, however, when town-bred, are townsmen only. A further 
characteristic of these nobles, and indeed of their times, is the rapid 
multiplication when once devastation and anarchy had been removed by 
the Ottoman peace. It was favoured by the room made by previous de- 
population, and by the practice of com possession, or at the least of equal 
subdivision of inheritances, which was all but universal in Italy. Thus 
the families of capitanei already amounted to a respectable fighting force, 
especially as they were at the head of numerous masnadieri (to use a later 
term) or unfree retainers, while the lesser vavassors were naturally very 
numerous. In the end, indeed, both classes in the countryside were 
impoverished by their own numerousness. The twelfth-century cattani 
{capitanei) of Tuscany were often little better than small country squires, 
and there the term Lombardi occasionally comes to mean groups of freed 
masnadieri as well as survivors of the older nobility. 

The habit of sworn associations among classes of the population first 
comes clearly to light in the war (1035-1037) between the capitanei of 
the Milanese province, headed by Archbishop Aribert, and the lesser 
vavassors, in which the vavassors, partly by the aid of the Emperor 
Conrad II, finally gained the day 3 . Henceforward the minor nobility 
had the same security of tenure {i.e. practically the full property) of their 
fiefs as their privileged suzerains. The opposition, however, remained 
between the two orders, occasioned by difference of wealth and status, 

1 “ Qommuniter cives sibi iurare fecit.” Bloch, Neu. Arch, xxn, VJ. Cf. the 
acceptance by the Lodese c. 1027 of a new bishop on the nomination of Archbishop 
Aribert of Milan: “in commune deliberant suscipiendum episcopum.” Arnulfus 
Mediol. ii, 7. 

2 Cf. supra, Vol. in, Chaps, vn, pp. 174-5, x, p. 221, xi, p. 205. The term val- 
vassor became appropriated to the valvassores minores in common usage. 

3 See supra , Vol. iii. Chap, xi, pp. 265-7. 
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and even of profession, as commerce increased and some minor nobles 
became traders; and to it was added the enmity between both and the 
third class, the plebeians, or to use the later vernacular name, the popolani , 
whose leaders were naturally the merchants, negotiator es. The rise of the 
plebeians was indeed intimately connected with the increase of population 
and trade. Italy produced more; her consumption of necessaries, such 
as salt and cloth, and of luxuries, e.g. silk and spices, was greater. From 
her seaport towns, along the natural arteries of the Lombard rivers, over 
the chief Alpine passes, the transport of foreign and native wares grew 
in volume. Her manufactures, such as they were, began to flourish with 
the enlarged home and foreign demand, trivial indeed if we compare 
present-day statistics, but highly wealth-bringing then. There was already 
noticeable a drift of peasants to the cities where such gains and compara- 
tive freedom were to be had. We may almost say that these plebeians 
were recruited for two centuries from the enterprising and adventurous. 

The life of the Italian cities, and later of their communes, was almost 
inextricably intertwined with their church and its head, the bishop. 
Civic patriotism, religious emotion, and the ordinary transactions of life, 
the market and the festival, all clustered round the city-saints and their 
fanes, and it is barely possible to define the relative shares of the religious, 
the political, or the economic motive. When Aribert was imprisoned by 
the Emperor Conrad during the war of the vavassors, a mixture of civic, 
religious, and even national enthusiasm swept over the Milanese. The 
citizens, with the exception we may assume of the vavassors then with- 
drawn to the countryside, rushed to arms, were enraptured at their arch- 
bishop’s escape, and successfully withstood an imperial siege 1 . Whether 
the league 2 on this occasion strictly included more than capitanei may 
be doubted, but the practical co-operation of the plebeians is none the 
less clear. It only required the peace between capitanei and vavassors for 
them to form a party of their own. Already Aribert had invented the 
standard of the future commune, which became the emblem of civic liberty 
all over North Italy. Round the carroccio , the ox-drawn waggon with 
its pole and flag, the citizens henceforth rallied in battle. 

Aribert had not long been reconciled with the Emperor Henry III, 
when the new development took place at Milan. Whatever grudges 
existed between capitanei and vavassors, they united in insolence to the 
plebeians. The ancient authority of the Marquess-Count of Milan, an 
Otbertine, had decayed, the Archbishop was himself the greatest of the 
capitanei by blood, and the oppression of many noble tyrants became 
intolerable. In 1042 the explosion came when a plebeian was slain by a 
knight in a private quarrel. The ever-enduring feuds among the nobles 
were to be a continual advantage to the popolani , and now the people 

1 See supra, Vol. nr, Chap, xr, pp. 266-7. 

2 Wipo, Gesta Okuonradi, xxxv, “ tumultus. . .populi Mediolanensi.s quaei’eatis ab 
imperatore si vellet favere coniurationi eorum.” 
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found a leader in the capitaneus and jurist Lanzo, notary and index Sacri 
Palatii. With slaughter and rapine the whole body of nobles was driven 
out; Aribert himself, no longer a popular idol, decamped; and a new siege 
was endured for three years with fierce heroism until weariness, the 
threatened intervention of Henry III, and the statesmanship of Lanzo 
led to an accommodation in 1044. The nobles returned under terms of 
mutual oblivion of the past, but “ the state of the city and its Church 
had been changed.” 1 Henceforward the plebeians form a separate power, 
and the curious tripartite constitution of the later Milanese commune 
had begun. Henry III, perhaps, thought to take a middle course when 
he appointed a vavassor, Guido, to succeed Aribert as archbishop, but 
neither the fissure between classes was to be healed, nor the instinct for 
self-government to be conjured, by the fact that the archbishop was not 
formidable either by birth or character. 

None the less, we still find the archbishop taking the lead in the next 
corporate act of his city, the war of Milan with Pavia in 1059; it needed 
the convulsion of the religious struggle lasting over twenty years from 
1056 to shatter finally the archiepiscopal authority, as that of the 
marquess, last effectively exercised shortly after Guido’s accession, had 
long been made obsolete. The strife, however, not only ousted the arch- 
bishop from power; it enabled a real commune to be formed by merging 
class-distinctions in religious factions. If the conservatives, who upheld 
the autonomy and ancient usages of the see of St Ambrose, included 
most of the nobles, and the reformers had a majority among the plebeians, 
especially among the poorest class, from which their derisive name of 
Patarines, “ rag-pickers,” was derived, yet the reforming leaders who led 
the agitation for clerical celibacy and the abolition of simony belonged 
to noble houses, and had many associates of their own rank 2 . The greatest 
of them, the capitaneus Erlembald, taught autonomy to his fellow-citizens. 
The lean, red-bearded man, with his flashing eyes, could carry with him 
any assembly, great or small, and dominated the people by his oratory. 
A council (or was it an executive committee?) of thirty surrounded him, 
but in these times of revolution the arengo played a part it never did in 
the settled constitution. When that was really established in Milan we 
do not know, but in 1097 we find the first mention of the consuls of the 
city 2 ; and the existence of consuls implies that of the commune of which 
they were the elected rulers. 

Every commune had its peculiar features, due to its local charac- 
teristics and local history, and Milan was especially marked by the share 
the nobles of the countryside took in the commune from the start, and 

1 Arnulfus Mediol. ri, 18, “ adeo execrandum...\it...immutatus sit status urbis 
et ecclesiae.” That nobles and plebeians each formed sworn leagues is implied by 
“ parti um iiunt iuramenta quam plurima.” 2 See supra, Chap, i, p. 40. 

3 “ Actum in ciuitate Mediolani in consulatu ciuium” iu a Cremonese document 
(P. Del Giudice, Di un reeente opuscolo eec. See Bibliography in). Cf. Gli Atti del 
comune di Milano , Introd. pp. xxviii-xxxi. 
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by the strict division of orders in the state. An unusual number of 
nobles from at least three surrounding counties dwelt partially in the 
greatest city of the plain ; the plebeians rose early to wealth ; and the 
rapid succession of class and religious wars crystallised distinctions of 
rank at an early date into their final forms. Thus the consuls were care- 
fully divided among the classes; in 1130 seven were capitanei , seven were 
vavassors, and six plain citizens. It is another aspect of the same circum- 
stances that Milan had little trouble with her dependent contadi , where 
the feudal lords were her own chief citizens. Her early wars were only 
with weaker cities such as Lodi and Como, or with rivals like the ancient 
capital Pavia. 

Most northern cities, either by their institutions or by their recorded 
history, give evidence of class- warfare 1 * as one cause of the emergence of 
the commune, although this was by no means universal. The civil dis- 
cord, which seems almost invariable, might be due to the dissensions of 
the nobles among themselves, each faction with their abettors among the 
plebeians. While at Lucca the people, aided here by the clergy and some 
nobles, rose against their reforming bishop Anselm and Countess Matilda 
and established consuls c,. 1080, at Pisa we find the popular Archbishop 
Daimbert, with five colleagues, publishing c. 1090 an award limiting the 
height of the towers from which the nobles warred on one another. As 
we might expect in this undeveloped time, the commune colloquium , 
i.e. the arengo, is the chief constitutional instrument 3 , but something 
like a council is indicated, and c. 1084 Pisa already had consuls. The 
commune may have been established by the earlier securitas or award 
of Bishop Gerard (1080-1085). 

All over North Italy, however, at the commencement of the twelfth 
century, consuls, the indubitable evidence of the full-fledged commune 
emerging from the semi-autonomy of the eleventh century, were appearing, 
here earlier, there later, according to the events of local history or the 
chances of the preservation of the evidence to our days. Thus in 
Lombardy, consuls are mentioned at Asti in 1093, at Pavia in 1105, at 
Brescia in 1127, at Bologna in 1123; the first known consuls of Genoa 
date from 1099; in Tuscany, Siena has consuls in 1125 and Florence in 
1138, while in the documents of Arezzo they first appear in 1098. It 
has become increasingly plain of late years* how they arose. During the 

1 At Piacenza in 1090 (? 1091) circumstances were much like those in Milan in 
1042: a miles fights a pedes. See Codagnelli, Ann. Placentini (SGUS), p. 1. The 
miiites abandoned the city, re-entered it during the absence of the army of the 
pedites, and finally a eomordia et pa<v was agreed to. 

8 In 1081 the Emperor Henry IV promises to appoint no fresh Marquess of 
Tuscany without the assent of twelve Pisans to he elected in the eonirmme colloquium. 

3 This view was put forward by 11, Davidsolm, Entstehung des Consults, in 
Dentseh. Zeitschrift f GescMchtsmssenschqft, vi, p. 22, 1891, and still earlier by 
A. Mazzi, Studi bergomensi, 1888, whose works did not attract attention for some 
years. . 
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growth of civic freedom in the eleventh century, the city-notables, the 
boni homines , like the more numerous notables of the several subordinate 
vicmiae among whom they were also counted, played an increasingly 
important part. It was the boni homines — mostly greater or lesser nobles, 
with jurists and a sprinkling of wealthy traders — who advised the bishop 
in his curia , the count or marquess in his plaeitum, and took the lead in 
the commune colloquium , the pcirlamento or arengo , of the whole city. As 
the need for a more definite city -executive grew, a commission of boni 
homines would be appointed, often ad hoc for some special business 1 , but 
soon permanently with the name of consuls. For instance twelve boni 
homines represent Siena in business at Rome in 1124, but next year 
consuls are in office. Occasionally we find the documents allow for the 
possibility that not consuls but boni homines may be in power in some 
future year 2 , there being yet no absolute permanency of the office. In 
Genoa, till late in the twelfth century, the compagna of the citizens, 
which established consuls and a common government, was renewable every 
few years 3 . 

This very conservative habit of Genoa emphasises another aspect in 
the rise of the commune. It was intended to include the whole city; it 
was established by the commune colloquium. ; but it was in origin a private 
sworn association for the maintenance of peace and the common advantage 
of those who swore to it. It started from the coniurationes we have 
marked among classes or persons. When the arengo was called upon to 
swear collectively to such a league, we may say it became a commune 4 . 
We still find in 1162 at Pisa, in 1143 at Genoa, a kind of boycott and 
denial of aid and justice contemplated for such notables as refused to 
join the league 3 . With the establishment of consuls two oaths were 
taken in the arengo, the one by each consul binding him to certain duties 
for his term of office, the other by a representative in the name of the 
assembled people, which must have included from the first a promise to 

1 See the instance of Pisa, supra, p. 220, n. 2. 

2 B.g. at Lucca in 1147, and at Colle and S. Gimignano in 1199; see Davidsohn, 
Origine del Consolato, ASI, Ser. v, Vol. ix (1892), pp. 240-1. 

3 Cafarus, Annales lanuenses, ad annos. Cf. the Statuta Consulates in MHP, ii, 
Leges munic. i, c. 241 sqq., and the Breve compagne, MHP, xviii. Leges Genuen. 
c. 5 sqq.: “iuro compagnam usque ad annos quatuor.” 

4 More stress is here laid on the importance of the collective oath of the arengo 
as establishing the commune than is usual. Cf. supra, p. 216, n. 1. 

5 For Genoa see the Statuta Consulatus Ianuensis of 1143, MHP, n. Leges munic. 
i, c. 243: “Si quis Ianuensis ab aliquo ex nobis specialiter et nominatiin voeatus vel 
a pluribus publice voeatus.. .fuerit intrare in nostram compangnam, et infra xh dies 
non introierit, non illi debiti erimus et personam eius et lamentationes eius per hos 
iii annos non i*ecipiemus...neque aliquod officium de communi illi dabimus...et 
laudabimus populo ut personam eius.,.et pecuniam suam per mare non portet.” 
For Pisa see the Breve consulum of 1162, Bonaini, Statuti inediti di Pisa, i, 9: 
“ Eorum autem reclamationes qui sacramentum consulatui non fecerint inquisiti, 
nisi a...consulibus remissum fuerit, mea sint voluntate.” 


oh. v. 
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obey the consuls 1 . These oaths which gave definite authority to an elected 
magistracy could scarcely have been exchanged until such a magistracy 
was established in the consulate, with which therefore we may date the 
beginning of the commune proper 2 . 

There has been debate on the origin of the new title. It was known, 
we saw, in North Italy at Ravenna and Rome as a title of dignity, and 
in eleventh-century Rome the comities Romanorum exercise functions in 
the city government. These, and the style consul et dux borne by the 
rulers of Naples and Gaeta, may have suggested or kept alive the title, 
but it was probably a conscious return to Roman tradition, kept up in 
so many cities by the schools of grammar, which led men to choose with 
striking unanimity the classic term for a collegiate republican magistracy. 
The influence of education is, indeed, not to be disregarded in the forma- 
tion of Italian communes. Proud of their civic traditions and their 
Roman past, the city-nobles received a more learned education than the 
illiterate Transalpines. Besides schools of grammar there existed schools 
of law, where nobles obtained the legal knowledge necessary for the 
function of indices , or jurists, and notaries, to which many of them were 
addicted almost by hereditary succession. The Pavese jurist, Archbishop 
Lanfranc of Canterbury, was no exceptional portent, and the increased 
study of Justinian’s Code towards the close of the eleventh century 
synchronises with the emergence of the commune. Thus the adoption of 
the term consuls for the chief magistracy is more than a choice of words; 
it symbolises the classic learning, the legal training, the heritage from 
the ancient world, which made the city-state, so to say, natural in Italy. 

If religious, economic, and cultural phenomena all played parts in the 
birth of the commune, the purely political circumstances of the Holy 
Roman Empire also had most important effects. The Saxon and Salian 
Emperors inherited a monarchy already debilitated, and were of necessity 
absentees. Although Otto the Great might shrewdly balance bishop 
against marquess, yet in the end his successors could never favour any 
local magnate in the subject Regmm Italimni without reserve. An arch- 
bishop of Milan might be as dangerous to liis distant foreign suzerain as 
a marquess of Tuscany. A feudal monarch was not unnaturally but half 
a friend to his great vassals. Like Conrad II he might deliberately 
weaken them at a critical time, and, unlike more lasting kingdoms, in 
Italy the monarch was seldom present to take their place in government. 
Hence throughout the eleventh century it is not only the functions of 
the king that are exercised at spasmodic intervals and wither, but those 

1 The sacra mention mmulatni, which became later the sneramenlum mpihmnti 
potestatm The words at Genoa in 1157 ' were (MHP,- xvin, Leges'- Genuen. c. ft): 
£t ({itodctunque ipsi elect! eonsules laudaverint aufc statuermt secundum quod in 
eorum brevibus deter minatum est..,observabo et operator. ” 

- Evidence for the contemporaneous institution of consuls and compagna may be 
seen in the townships subject to Genoa, e.g, f ‘faciemus eompagnatn et eonsulatum 
m rdehelo Lavanie” (1157). Caro, Die Verfassmig Gentias, p. 7% n. 123. 
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of the great vassals too, episcopal or lay. The citizens, favoured like the 
Savonese by Henry II or the Luechese and Pisans by Henry IV, were quick 
to take advantage of the weakness of their rulers, whether it was due to 
revolts, invasions, religious wars, feuds, or the mere break-up of the great 
fiefs by the practice of compossession, which subdivided for instance the 
great Otbertine house into five or six numerous branches. In Tuscany, 
which retained primogeniture, the power of the marquess, although even 
there endangered, outlasted in the person of Countess Matilda that of 
all its unwiser compossessing competitors. And the strength and the 
practical efficiency of the citizens were mounting steadily as those of the 
official holders of the public power declined. The functions, legal and 
executive, of these became formal, and the groups of citizens, themselves 
largely composed of secondary nobles, could by co-operative action and 
voluntary jurisdiction leave little room for the count, and in the end 
usurped the undoubted powers of the State. The same decadence of the 
official government had aided, in the establishment of proto-communes in 
Byzantine Apulia. It was not unanalogous to the genesis of feudalism it- 
self, and an age of feudal lords, of private wars, and of local custom, saw 
little strange in cities making wars and internal leagues save their odd 
capacity of acting in concert and enforcing their common regulations. 

The usurpation of public functions and attributes by the communes 
was also rendered easier by the status of some of their members. The 
branches of the vieeeomital house remained the leading members of the 
compagna of Genoa; the Viscounts ( Visconti) of Pisa and Milan, and the 
Vivedomini (Visdomini) of Florence, were chief clans in their respective 
communes. Above all the bishops, who even when they had been elbowed 
out of their eomital rights were usually reconciled to the new state of 
affairs in the first half of the twelfth century, were invaluable allies to 
their fellow-citizens. They at least held a position of unquestioned legality 
in the feudal chain; they could, even when not invested with eomital 
powers, yet at least for their episcopal fiefs ( episcopium ) receive homage 
and conclude recognised feudal contracts. Thus the Archbishop of Pisa 
and the Bishop of Siena are all-important for the enlargement and 
formation of their communes 1 dominion over the contadi (counties) sur- 
rounding them. The lords of the countryside, new allies or vanquished 
enemies, surrendered their lands to the bishop and his city or to the 
bishop alone, and, by contracts which no feudal lawyer could impugn, 
became subjects to a private power as yet non-existent or incapable 
of such fiction in the eyes of feudal jurisprudence. 

The enlargement of the rule of the city-commune over the county 
(ccmkulo) and diocese of which it was the centre was the most natural of 
developments, an aggression which was barely distinguishable from defence. 
From the beginning, the city-notables headed by the bishop, and the city 
itself, had lands in the contado ; and these links were rendered more 
numerous by a process in the countryside too which was in full activity 
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early in the twelfth century. With their multiplication, the nobility did 
not grow less oppressive to their serfs ; in fact, poorer by reason of their 
numbers, they were the more inclined to heap abuse on abuse (new ex- 
action, uncustomary, ab usu) 1 on their serfs. But these, too, were more 
numerous and restive, more inclined and able to resist, if their lords were 
not too great dignitaries. Hence, there is a double stream of immigration 
to the cities : one of lesser nobles, seeking a new way of livelihood, such 
as the historic Buondelmonti who thus joined the original city-nobility, 
the Uberti and others, at Florence; the other of peasants, contad'mi , 
lured by the comparative freedom of the town. For some cities this 
voluntary adhesion of the countryside nobles continued to be the chief 
means of gaining control of the contado . The greatest lords round 
Pisa, the Gherardesca and the Upezzinghi, along with a crowd of lesser 
feudatories, were glad to be enrolled, whether as vassals of the arch- 
bishop or without an intermediary, as Pisan citizens. 

But there were motives which urged the communes to forcible ex- 
pansion as well. There was the city food-supply to be assured; there 
was the security of the citizens, new and old, and their lands outside the 
walls; there were inherited feuds and claims, ecclesiastical and secular; 
there were the freedom and safety of roads, the abolition of tolls and 
blackmail, and the exit and entrance of the commerce, which took an 
ever larger share in the city’s thoughts; there was the independence of 
the city itself to be preserved from ancient or invented feudal claims. If 
lesser nobles could be both troublesome neighbours and a tempting prey, 
it was the surviving greater houses, strong in fiefs and vassals, who were 
most dangerous. For many years Florence waged war with her neigh- 
bours, the Counts Guidi, heirs in some degree of Matilda, and the 
Alberti of Prato, thus gaining by slow progresses, and the capture of 
castle after castle, the control of her immediate surroundings. Siena 
slowly mastered the powerful counts around her in the same twelfth 
century. One usual condition of peace enforced by the victorious commune 
was the compulsory citizenship and partial residence within the walls, say 
for three months a year, of her vanquished enemies. This was only doing 
by compulsion what so many nobles bad done and were doing of their 
free will, but while it gave the commune a stronger hold on the country- 
side, it also, as we shall see, intensified the native disorder prevalent 
among the half-feudal clans of the city. 

Thus, as the twelfth century wore on, the great communes were 
securing control of the greater part of their diocese or contado. It was 
the commune which superintended in the last resort justice and peace, 
and levied its vassals for war. There did not thence follow any difference 
in the status of the serf, who remained subject to his immediate lord, or 
the city which succeeded him. Nevertheless, a very considerable change 


An ah-usus was a regular new exaction, a supra-usus > a capricious one. 
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was taking place over tracts of the countryside in North Italy. The in- 
habitants of the castelli or fortified townships, and even of lesser places, 
were forming communes of their own, arising out of the necessary co- 
operation between compossessing lords and vicini. As early as 1093 the 
Counts of Biandrate in Lombardy shared the jurisdiction over their town 
of Biandrate with twelve consuls of the habitatores , appointed seemingly 
from the ranks of the rustici , the peasants. They made a separate grant 
to vassal nobles, milites , but these submitted to the consuls' 1 jurisdiction. 
All through the twelfth century we find petty communes arising and de- 
veloping in Tuscany. They might begin from groups of lesser vassals or 
freeholders or of freed masnadieri , organised in a community known as 
Lombards — in this fashion vve find the commune of the men of San Ger- 
vasio in Val d’Era assenting to the sale of their castello and earth by the 
count whose fief it was to the Bishop of Lucca. They might be similar 
associations of the villani or serfs of a vicinia or of a whole phve. The two 
communities often subsisted together in the same district, but they end 
in being united as a communis et populus. With an infinite variety of 
constituents and history, they were approaching throughout the twelfth 
century a common type, the rural commune of landholders of different 
status, governed by its elected consuls. It was rather local administration, 
land-rights, and cultivation, than politics proper which formed the subject 
of these township-communities. What was in process was the decease of 
feudalism as an economic and administrative system, and its replacement 
by co-operative arrangements which drew their origin eventually from 
immemorial methods of using and sharing the land, all quickened to new 
growth by a new prosperity. 

To sum up this aspect of the theme: towards the close of the twelfth 
century North Italy was subdivided into a considerable number of city- 
states, the great communes, for the most part, though not all, ancient 
episcopal sees. They were rapidly growing in wealth and population, 
how rapidly may be gathered from the new and wider circuits of walls 
they were constrained to build, Pisa already had her new walls by 1081, 
Piacenza before 1158 ;• Florence was building her Second Circle in 
1172-4, Modena in 1188, and Padua in 1195; and the fact implies the 
existence of important suburbs outside the old walls for some time pre- 
viously. These vigorous towns were in perpetual strife with one another 
and with the surviving great feudal lords, who like the Pelavicmi, the 
Estensi, the Marquesses of Montferrat in Lombardy, the Malaspina in 
Lunigiana, or the Aldobrandesclii in Tuscany, held out amid the 
mountains and the marshes. With these exceptions, they were ruling in 
various ways and degrees their contado, the county and diocese sur- 
rounding them, ruling from one point of view over a strange medley of 
feudal vassals, freemen, and serfs of all degrees, from another over an 
assemblage of petty communities, all illustrations of that method of self- 
management by association and league, which was necessary for safety, 
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which was dictated by tradition and material circumstances, and which 
was provoked by the decadence and abuses of outworn feudalism. 

The energies of the communes were far from being wholly absorbed 
in self-government, in internal production, and in the annexation of their 
contadi. The inter-city wars went on with unceasing fury from year to 
year, it might be said from century to century. Not till Siena was an- 
nexed by Cosimo of Florence in 1557, was their series over. In some 
degree these conflicts had their rise in sheer antipathy and jealousy. The 
strongly-marked character of each commune, its intense local patriotism, 
made its neighbours its enemies. Old disputes over diocesan boundaries, 
as between Pisa and Lucca, Siena and Arezzo, or over feudal claims of 
superiority, as between Milan and Lodi, furnished grounds for dispute 
where sentiment had free play. The moral shortcomings of each Italian 
town are enshrined in civic proverbs and in Dante. But far more im- 
portant were the causes of strife which arose from the mutual relations 
of towns depending on commerce for their prosperity and independence. 
Geography and trade in combination were the most explosive compound 
of nature and art. Seaports were rivals in a narrow but profitable 
market, when piracy and trading went hand in hand. By land there was 
the outlet to the sea, or a toll-free road by land, as well as rivalry in 
manufacture, to create discord. Commercial competition for the pro- 
tection of home-industry or the possession of the carrying-trade was the 
staple of these city-wars. 

Effective though the Crusades were in making the Italian seaports 
European powers, in increasing their wealth and the scope of their enter- 
prise, and in enlarging the mental horizon of all Europe, they did not 
begin the career of the maritime republics. The trade of these was of 
natural growth, and it was rather in the pre-crusading wars /with the 
western Saracens, in the abolition of Muslim piracy, and in the opening 
of sea-routes to the Ponent (the West) and the Levant (the East), that 
they secured their pre-eminence. Venice, by taming the Slav pirates of 
Dalmatia and defeating the Sicilian Muslims at Bari in 1002, was in a 
way to become queen of the Adriatic. Pisa, sacked by Saracens in 1004 
and 1011, could yet defeat them near Reggio in 1005 and, in concert; 
with Genoa, rescue Sardinia from Mujfihid of Denia in 1016. This 
victory began the long wars of Pisa and Genoa, fought for the trade of 
the Mediterranean and more especially for the exploitation of Sardinia 
and Corsica. They were still allies against their common enemy, the 
Saracens, but their joint capture (1087) of Mahdlyah in Barbary from 
Tanum the Zairid, and the famous temporary conquest (1116-15) of the 
Balearic Isles by the Pisans and Christian allies from the neighbouring 
coasts (with the exception of Genoa), together with the Norman conquest 
of Sicily (1061-1091), established Christian supremacy in the Ponent. 
Thereafter, Pisans and Genoese fought one another with little relaxation 
in East, and West. Amalfi, once first in the Levantine trade, faded under 
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its Norman masters, and its sack in 1135 by the Pisans, in the service of 
Pope and Emperor, hastened its decline. But the bull (1133) of 
Innocent II which assigned Sardinia and half Corsica to the Pisan sphere 
of ecclesiastical influence, and the rest of Corsica to the new Genoese 
archbishopric, only resulted in a truce. The two cities fought for influence 
in Sardinia, for trade with Sicily and the Ponent, and in the East there 
was a three-cornered struggle between them and Venice. The strife of 
Pope and Emperor, the Crusades, were incidents in and opportunities for 
this civic rivalry. If Pisa at first took the lead and was predominant in 
Sardinia at the close of the twelfth century, she was, nevertheless, fatally 
hampered by her open contado and strong Tuscan neighbours. Genoa, 
once she had subdued her Riviera, was secured by the Apennines from 
inland rivalry ; and during the thirteenth century Pisa slowly lost ground. 

The geography of Tuscany was largely responsible for the inland 
rivalries of the province. Across the encircling Apennines came all- 
important roads from the north. By the Monte Bardone (now the 
Pontremoli) Pass came the Via Francigena from Parma (joined by the 
land- route from Genoa) to Lucca. Then it crossed the River Arno near 
Fucecchio and struck south to Siena and Rome. From Bologna, the chief 
junction-city on the Emilian Way, came two roads, one through Pistoia, 
the other straight across the Apennines to Florence. From Florence 
again two roads led to Rome, one westerly to Poggibonsi, where it joined 
the Via Francigena and also a direct route from Pisa, through Volterra, 
to Siena, and the other, the ancient Via Cassia, easterly, past Arezzo, 
down the valley of the Chiana, under Montepulciano, to Orvieto and 
Home. From Florence, too, flowed the natural artery to the sea, the 
River Arno, with its port at Pisa. To these trade-route factors should be 
added finally the lure of fertile stretches of countryside for food, for 
produce, and for men. Each commune was anxious for trade-outlets 
under its own control, the power of controlling the outlets of its neigh- 
bours, and for a wide subject- territory. Nowhere was the theory of 
territorial corridors better understood than in medieval Tuscany. 

As a result Pisa and Lucca were early mortal enemies. There were 
disputed tracts of fertile contado.-,' Lucca held both the northern outlet 
of the Via Francigena and its crossing at the Arno. Pisa held its gate, 
and that of most Tuscany, to the sea. Pisa fought to gain a footing on 
the Via Francigena before it reached Lucca, to control the mouth of the 
Lucchese river, the Serehio, and to remove Lucca’s grip on the middle 
Arno at Fucecchio. The Lucchese sought to compel all trade from the 
north to halt in their city and pay dues there, and to prevent a Pisan 
wedge intervening between them and Siena. Already in 1003 the two 
cities, not yet communes, were fighting. Early in the twelfth century, 
the struggle took a more permanent form, and the Lucchese became the 
born allies of the Genoese in their war with Pisa. 

While her manufactures, chiefly of cloth, were of small account, 
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Florence was seldom Pisa’s enemy. They were not next-door neighbours 
and Lucca’s hold on the Arno was vexatious to both. As late as 1171 
they allied against Genoa and Lucca, at the price of free trade and equal 
opportunity for the Florentines in Pisa. But the terms were burdensome 
to Pisa, and the Florentine advance southward was causing an opposition 
of interests. Florence was endowed with a large contado and was anxious 
to extend it, but was also anxious to free her roads to Rome and the 
west. Thus she was hostile to Arezzo, a backward feudal hill-town, and 
still more to Siena. Florence wished for the Val Chiana and its road, 
and for Monte Pulciano, which would give her free exit to Orvieto and 
Rome. She was also eager to wrest the cross-roads at Poggibonsi from 
Siena, so as to have a footing on the Via Fraud gena and the road to 
Pisa. The wars caused by this enmity, pursued through the twelfth 
century, led to Florence ousting the Sienese from Poggibonsi in 11208 and 
repelling them from Monte Pulciano. With these minor communes in 
the Florentine sphere of influence, with the Florentine acquisition of 
Empoli on the lower Arno in 1182, with the rapid increase of Florence’s 
manufacture, wealth, and power, the Pisans could no longer favour their 
new rival’s prosperity. The Italian communes, no more than ancient 
Greek cities, were able to live and let live ; their passionate patriotism 
Was wholly local ; their institutions, sprung from small local units and 
dictated by local needs, were by nature incapable of territorial ex- 
tension; their interests were sharply antagonistic. No city could share 
its freedom with another; rather, full freedom and independence were 
only obtainable by the depression or even subjection of rivals. Thus we 
find Pisa, which had of late immensely profited by its services to the 
Empire, holding aloof in 1197, together with threatened Pistoia, from 
the Tuscan League of San Genesio, which was led by Florence and pro- 
moted by the Papacy so as to reduce the imperial interference, lately 
made so real by Henry VI, in the province. Rupture and war with 
Florence did not come till 1218, but it thenceforward continued with 
intervals till the fall of Pisa in 1405. In the thirteenth century, the foes 
of Florence are the Ghibelline Pisa, Siena, Pistoia, and Arezzo, those 
neighbouring communes in fact whose submission was requisite and 
whose rivalry was to be dreaded for the free development of her com- 
merce. Lucca was a faithful friend, but to Pisa’s enemy. 

The circumstances of the central band of Italy, of the Roman Cam- 
pagna, the Duchy of Spoleto, and the March of Ancona, seem altogether 
more primitive than those of 'the -great .'commercial cities of the north. 
Besides the Tuscan roads to Rome, the chief commercial and military 
routes were the coast-road (Via Apruntina) past Ancona to the south, 
and that roughly in the line of the ancient Flammian Way which crossed 
the Apennines from Fano and led by two main tracks past a string of 
cities, like Perugia, to Rome. But these small towns fought rather for 
land than for commercial supremacy. They were cramped for room in 
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their narrow Umbrian valleys. Yet even in Umbria there appears a 
tendency for the cities in connexion with the western route to group 
round its central town, Perugia, in hostility to the cities on the old 
Roman Way, with their leader, Spoleto. 

It was partly disputes over their respective boundaries, partly the 
desire for free, or rather preferential, outlets for their trade, which made 
the communes so frequently enemies of their immediate neighbours and 
allies of the city from which they were divided by those neighbours ; and 
these tendencies were increased by the fact that while a petty commune 
not unusually accepted cheerfully a great city’s overlordship and pro- 
tection, those of middle size fought desperately for their full autonomy 
and all autonomy could give. These characteristics are marked when we 
turn to the geography and politics of Lombardy and the Romagna. 

The whole of Lombardy between the Alps and the Apennines was 
linked together by its natural artery, the River Po and its tributaries, 
with the assistance of a few subsidiary streams, like the Adige, to the 
east. Along these waterways the commerce of the land had arisen; they 
remained the cheapest form of transit. The commercial outlets to the 
north were by a series of Alpine passes: the Mont Cenis and Mont Genevre, 
debouching into the plain at Susa in the territory of the Count of Savoy; 
the Great St Bernard coming from Savoyard Aosta to Ivrea; the Splugen, 
the Septimer, and the Stelvio entering Italy at Como; the Brenner, 
whence routes ran to Verona and Brescia; and the less known Strada 
d’ Alemagna reaching to Vicenza and Padua. To the south the chief outlets 
were the ports of Venice and Genoa, At Venice was the meeting-place of 
the trade from the Po and the Brenner and that from the Levant. At 
Genoa the sea- trade similarly met that from the western Alpine passes, 
focussed on the way at Asti and Vereelli. But there were also the land-exits 
to the south. From Piacenza on the Po the Emilian Way went through 
a series of wealthy cities till it reached Rimini on the Adriatic. Leading 
from it there were the Via Francigena, branching off* at Parma, the roads 
to Florence, branching off at Bologna, and the Flaminian Way from 
Rimini to Rome. Favourable positions on all these routes brought 
wealth and greatness. It was the aim of every city to control as long 
stretches of them as possible, and if possible to control exits over the 
mountains and by the sea. 

To the west Genoa was fortunate in an early domination of her 
narrow Riviera and in the formidable barrier of the Apennines in her 
rear. Her cue was merely to be sure that trade flowed steadily from the 
inland emporiums which needed her more than she needed them. Asti 
was. mainly preoccupied in securing free transit from the passes ; her chief 
enemies were the feudal marquesses (the Aleramids of Montferrat, 
Saluzzo, etc.) who survived in backward Piedmont; it became her ambition 
to dominate the little communes which sprang up in the twelfth century 
on the routes to the Western Alps, as it had previously been to enlarge 
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her direct contaclo. Milan, in the centre, was a more potent focus of dis- 
turbance. An ancient capital, populous and powerful as the centre of a 
wide champaign, a seat of manufacture at the meeting-place of almost 
every route, she had every temptation for aggression. First, she is seen 
gaining outlets; she conquers and reconquers in 1118 and 1 1 27 Como, 
which blocked the way to the Alps 1 , and Lodi (1027, 1107-11), which 
lay between her and the Po. Almost at the same time 2 began her enmity, 
soon to become traditional, with the other capital, Pavia, and Cremona, 
rival centres these of the transit commerce, and keys of the Po, no mere 
entrances to it. Milan’s natural allies were Crema and Tortona, 
threatened respectively by Cremona and Pavia with the same fate which 
Lodi and Como had undergone from Milan. By the usual chequer-pattern 
of these feuds, Brescia and Piacenza were inclined to Milan, Bergamo and 
Novara to Pavia. The oft-repeated wars were still being waged when 
Barbarossa entered Italy and by his claims and actions gave rise to the 
Lombard League. 

Along the Emilian Way, for the same reasons, each city was the 
enemy of its immediate neighbours. Piacenza and Reggio were at odds 
with Parma, Cremona, and Modena. Through Piacenza and Cremona 
this southern system was related to the central wars and alliances; through 
Modena with feuds farther east. For Modena stood in dread of and 
enmity with Bologna. Docta Bolonia , the centre of legal studies, was 
great not only through her university but through her cross-roads. She 
was eager to increase her contculo , and eventually to dominate the minor 
Romagnol cities to the coast, an aim which for a while she achieved in 
her best days in the thirteenth century. This, however, was not yet. 
She had not even entered on the wars connected with Venetian ambitions, 
which gave some 'consistency to the politics of the Trevisan, or Veronese, 
March. Venice aimed at controlling all exits to the sea from Ravenna 
northwards at least, if not from Ancona. Against her, but severed* by 
their own disputes, stood Padua, Treviso, Ferrara, and Ravenna. But 
Padua and Treviso were likewise on uneasy terms with their northern 
neighbours and outlets, Verona and Vicenza, as well as at some variance 
with the branch of the Otbertine marquesses who, being eliminated from 
Milan, had their chief possessions round the small town of Este, and 
thence were soon to take their title and surname. Mantua, impregnable 
amid her marshes, was on her side at war with Verona over the important 
limits of their respective contadi . To sum up, when the Hohenstaufen came, 
there were systems of alliance and enmity ready-made, to be decorated 
and in some degree inspired by the contest of Papacy and Empire. It 
was in spite of these ingrained feuds, and as a testimony to the desire for 

1 Most. Lombard towns seem to have aided Milan in this long' war, a fact which 
shews how important the three northern passes were to them. 

■ 1110 for Cremona, <*. 1129 tor Pavia, but cf. supra , p. 219 for Milan’s earlier 
rivalry with Pavia. 



The regalia. Imperial diplomas 


231 


their city-autonomy and to aversion for an effectual foreign rule, that 
the Lombard Leagues were made; it was because of them that the Leagues 
were never complete, and so ready to dissolve. 

The communes obtained their jurisdiction in their own cities in some 
degree by the exercise of functions, like that of arbitration or of garrison, 
which lay outside the customary sphere of State-authority, hut for the 
most part they occupied or usurped rights which the State-authorities 
had long neglected or were forced to resign. These regalia, or State-rights 
vested immemorially in the kings, included both coinage, tolls and customs 
of all kinds, and the functions of police, justice, and war, enfeoffed to the 
mostly hereditary marquesses and counts. Large numbers of tolls and 
the like dues had been granted formally to bishops and lay nobles, and 
the bishops of many Lombard towns 1 had also received the countship 
over their city and its environs, or even over the whole contado. Hardly 
ever had jurisdiction or even tolls been granted to the citizens themselves 2 , 
and never over the surrounding contadi. The citizens governed themselves 
in the first instance in the collapse of the kingship during the Wars of 
Investiture, and gained dominion in the contadi by a series of private 
agreements with greater or lesser feudatories very commonly made in the 
name of the bishop. For the first usurpation they could indeed claim 
the tacit consent of the kings. Henry V, Lothar III, and Conrad III in 
his rebel days, had acquiesced in the city -communes, and on the rare 
occasions when they were asked and no bishop’s rights stood in the way 
had granted vague diplomas, the language of which referred to the 
“liberties” of the Lombard towns in general 3 . But to the alienation of 
fiefs in the contado to a new suzerain they had never consented ; in fact 
Lothar III in 1130 by a Constitutio forbade the alienation of fiefs by 
under-vassals without the consent of their lord 4 . This, however, was 
ineffectual, even when not disregarded, for the tenants-in-chief too 

1 Acqui, Alba, Albenga, Asti, Bergamo, Brescia, Cremona, Feltre, Ivrea, Lodi, 
Mantua, Modena, Novara, Padua, Parma, Piacenza, Ravenna, Reggio, Savona, 
Tortona, Trent, Treviso (?), and Vereelli, at Barbai-ossa’s accession; and, in Tus- 
cany, Arezzo, Fiesole, Luni, and Vblterra. 

" To Pisa in 1081 tlie confirmation by Henry IV of the Oonsuetudines quae habent 
da Mari implies the power to enforce them. 

3 Cremona, 1114, “bonds usus”; Mantua, 1116, “earn consuetudinem bonam 
et iuatam tjuatn quelibet nostri imperii civitas optinet” ; Bologna, 1116, “antiquas 
etiam eonsuetudiues” (doubtful diploma); Novara, 1116: “omnes bonds us us 
illormn...et eonsuetudiues.... Turres quoque, quas pro munitione nostrae eiuitatis 
eroxerimt” ; Turin, 1116: “omnes usus bonds eorum... in eadeni libertate in que 
bactenus permanseruiit deinceps permanere..,ea uidelicet coudicioue ut nulli nior- 
talium deinceps nixi (i.e. nisi) nobis . seruiant salua solita iustitia Taurinensis epis- 
copi”; ibid. 1136, with significant variations; “eandem quam cetere ciuitates 
Italiee libertatem habeant..,saluo...iure nostro seu comitis illius cui uicem nostrum 
coiniserimus.” 

4 MGH, Comtit. i. pp. 175-6 : “nemini licere beneficia, que a suis senioribus 
habet, absque eorum permissu distrahere.” 
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could be compelled by the communes to consent to their own spolia- 
tion. 

With the local holders of public jurisdiction within the cities there 
were diverse methods of dealing. The marquess or count, if he still 
existed, was usually simply excluded, which was all the more easy as 
his chief interests lay in his estates in the countryside. Thus we find 
Count Uberto of Bologna intervening formally to obtain an imperial 
charter for the city with whose government he did not meddle. Lucca 
had revolted from Countess Matilda c. 1080, Mantua in 1091, with the 
Emperor’s approval. The Counts of Siena play an obscure part in the 
contado in the twelfth century. But the Counts of San Bonifazio, who, 
though like so many other “rural counts” they took their title from 
their chief castle, were Counts of Verona, became citizens of the com- 
mune, and may have retained some feudal dues thereby. 

The viscounts, on the other hand, were mainly city-dwellers and took 
a large share in forming the communes. Their official rights in the city 
seem to have slowly merged in the communal jurisdiction. In the case 
of Pisa, where perhaps at first the viscount was a consul by right of office, 
he is last known to have exercised jurisdiction in 1116, and after a 
sanguinary struggle the compossessing house was in 11.53 summarily 
deprived of its financial rights and dues derived from the office of gastald 
or steward of the royal demesne. 

The bishop’s position in the city bore commonly some analogy to the 
viscount’s. If he held by imperial diploma the comital functions, he 
would usually enfeoff or merely allow to the consuls a large part of his 
powers in the city, reserving some profits or functions for himself, reserva- 
tions it was hard to maintain. Thus at Piacenza in 1162 there was made 
out a long list of the bishop-count’s prerogatives. The bishop shared, at 
first at least, in the government of Arezzo and Bologna, nominating one 
or more of the consuls. Indeed the communes of these towns thus obtained 
something of a legal status. But disputes were very liable to occur, and 
the bishop would be made to feel he was a subordinate politically, even 
with regard to his domains in the contado. In 1154 the Bishop of Treviso 
was compelled to cede a great part of his feudal rights on his church’s 
lands. Midway in the twelfth century the communes are ceasing to use 
their bishop as a legal figurehead for the acquisition of dominion in the 
contado. Towards its close the bishop is generally an undisguised, if 
sometimes reluctant, subject of the commune for his feudal estates. 

At the base of the commune, thus formed and master in its own house, 
was the general assembly, the (crengo,pdrlam£iito, condone. In early days, 
summoned mnmitihun mmpani.% by its shouts of fiat, fiat, it legislated, 
declared peace or war, ratified treaties, approved the election of consuls. 
But these proceedings, save under great excitement, were of a formal 
character. There was no debate. The generality of citizens were bound 
more to duties than rights. They were to swear obedience to the consuls 
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and thereby to membership of the commune, to attend the assembly, to 
serve in the host. And from the mid-twelfth century onwards the mob-like 
arengo meets more and more rarely, till once a year is usually sufficient 
for the taking of the usual oaths between rulers and ruled. Frequent 
meetings become the sign of revolution, for which the arengo provided 
an apt and legal means. 

The true core of the city-state was formed by the magistracy of the 
consuls. The office was practically the monopoly of those families of 
notables whose private league had become a State-government. Charac- 
teristically, the outgoing consuls had a leading voice in electing their 
successors. Their office was almost invariably annual 1 . The board varied 
in numbers not only from city to city, but from year to year in the same 
city: at Genoa in 1122 there were four, in 1127 six; at Milan in 1130 
there were twenty, in 1172 twelve ; the more usual numbers ran from 
four to twelve, and in all cases seem fixed with some regard to the quarters 
of the city. The functions of the consuls were all-embracing; they led 
the host, administered the commune, saw to legislation, justice, and order. 
They inherited the voluntary jurisdiction by arbitration which had always 
been vested in each body of vicini and naturally included all disputes 
arising out of the consuetudines of each town, but they did not delay to 
usurp the public placita of count, bishop, or viscount. Subdivision of 
duties, however, was soon introduced. At Genoa in 1183 subordinate 
Consules de placitis were appointed, and shortly after 1150 Consuls of 
Justice ( ' consoles imtitiae ) appear in most towns to preside in the tribunals 
and execute judgment, at first as specialised members of the consular 
college, later as a separate institution. Their functions and authority 
varied indeed, but their general character was the same. 

Other officials of various titles appear as administering departments 
under the consuls. The indices , trained jurists, tried cases under the 
consuls, and perhaps on occasion by the fact of appointment by some 
imperial authority provided the formal legal link between the upstart 
jurisdiction and the old. The notaries were concerned with official 
documents. For financial officials the most current title was camerarius 
(chamberlain), but at Siena, for instance, the power of the consuls was 
early limited by the institution of the Provveditori della Biccherna , to 
whom the camerarius was subordinated. The boni homines (soon styled 
consuls) of the portae commanded their quarters in the army, and acted 
as the lieutenants of the consuls of the commune in the city. The vici- 
nanze (town -parishes) were responsible for the roads, canals, etc. within 
them. In Bologna they elected their own ministrales cantrataram, whose 
title shews the antiquity of their office. 

After the consuls, however, the most essential organ of city-government 
was the Council, most usually called the Consiglio della Credenza (Council 

1 At Genoa, however, till 1122 the consuls are elected for periods of three, four, 
and finally two, years. 
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sworn to secrecy), although on occasion it was classically named the Senate, 
as at Pisa. It was the natural development of the meetings of notables 
from which the commune sprang, and we may doubt if the consuls had 
ever acted without the advice of the Wise Men ( sapkntes , savii). These 
meetings were very soon crystallised as a formal council, the parent of 
all later councils of the commune. Its numbers varied from city to city 
and from time to time; perhaps from 100 to 150 was the average. Its 
object may have been partly to check and advise the consuls, but still 
more to express and collect the opinion of the oligarchy of notable families 
who ruled the State. This led to complicated developments. At Florence 
the meeting ( pratica ) of Savii merely invited by the government never 
went out of use, and was more important for initiative than all the formal 
councils. In order to be large enough for legislative purposes, the Oe- 
dema by the end of the century had become very generally a numerous 
body, the Great Council of the Commune ; in the same way, in order to 
be small enough for secret business, a certain number of its members had 
become the Special or Lesser Council of the Commune. The dates, how- 
ever, of these changes differed greatly from town to town and range over 
a century. We see a beginning of the process at Piacenza in 1144, when 
a city-law is passed, not by the arengo , but by the Council in the presence 
and with the consent of many non-councillors. It was not long, in fact, 
before the powers of the Council grew, in relation both to the consuls 
and to the arengo. They legislated, shared in elections, and guided the 
executive, and thus formulated and possibly accentuated the oligarchic 
character of the commune. In the late-born commune of Iiome 1 even, 
the Senate of some fifty-six members 2 established by the revolution of 
1143 did without consuls, though some of them (senatores cbnmliarii) 
served as an executive committee, until Innocent III contrived to replace 
the whole body by one or two Senators, resembling the North Italian 
•podesta. 

The law of each commune presented a peculiar mixture, and was en- 
larged and developed by different concomitant, yet in the end harmonising, 
processes. Omitting the foreign Germanic codes, which soon became 
obsolete in Italy, there were two general Laws, the Roman and the Lom- 
bard. Of these, the Roman, by its intrinsic superiority, by force of 
sentiment, by the studies of the jurists, kept gaining ground, and was 
more and more considered the normal law. But the Lombard Law was 
strongly rooted in family custom ; in some ways its less civilised dicta were 
more suitable to the early Middle Age ; and its influence was more lasting 
and wide-spread than would be gathered from contemporary statements. 
Further, while the Roman Law the jurists spread was that of Justinian’s 
Code, the traditional Roman Law in the customs of North Italy went 

1 See infra, Chap, xi, pp. .‘309-370. 

2 Under the Roman Senate there was a body of comiliarii somewhat like the 
Great Council of a North Italian commune. 
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back mostly to the times before Justinian, to the Theodosian Law. Thus, 
the third original element, the local consuetudines or nsus, besides being 
based on local needs and peculiarities, were a blend of Lombard and pre- 
Justinian Roman Law ; they grew, partly governed by local circumstances, 
partly under the influence of Justinianean jurists. Some of this growth 
was spontaneous and merely written down in and added to the usus. 
But local legislation was also a factor in development. Special laws were 
passed for this or that object in the arengo or the council throughout 
the twelfth century, edicts might be issued by the consuls as at Genoa, 
and all became part of the body of local law. Lastly, there were the 
brevia or oaths of office of the consuls, councillors, and other officials, and 
the breve communis , by which the citizens annually swore to perform their 
obligations under the commune and to obey the consuls. Current legisla- 
tion tended to be taken up into these brevia, dealing with the powers and 
duties of office, which became longer and longer, till in the thirteenth 
century they were frequently fused into one multifarious code, the Statute 
of the Podesta, to which the chief magistrate of the commune swore on 
his accession to office. The method of growth was characteristic. A board 
of emendatores , arhitri , or the like, was elected at first annually, later at 
frequent intervals, and this commission revised the brevia or Statute en 
bloc. Thus the stable laws of the city were distinguished, at least in 
theory, from the Provisions of temporary application only, emanating 
from the councils. 

The development of the commune was naturally enough from the 
simple to the complex. City law and constitution, however, by no means 
regulated all the activities of the citizens. As their wealth and numbers 
grew, they more and more found their interest in subordinate associa- 
tions. Each group in short, as it became strong enough to be self- 
conscious, formed a petty commune. The impulse spread from above 
till, so to say, the single-celled state of 1130 became the multiple-celled 
community of 1250. While in Milan and a few other Lombard towns 
the older subdivision of the nobles into capitanei and vavassors was pre- 
served, in most cities we find the inhabitants in the mid-twelfth century 
more simply divided into milites and pedites. This classification had a 
military basis in the communal army. Men whose property was estimated 
at a certain amount were obliged in war-time to attend the levy with 
horse and knight’s armour ; those below the knight’s assessment took the 
field on foot with a simpler equipment. Roughly speaking, this was a 
distinction between noble and plebeian, but the dividing line was drawn 
more according to wealth than birth. It was not only that the 11011 - 
noble families who early became rich in a city joined the ranks of the 
milites without abandoning their merchandise, but many minor or even 
greater feudal families added trade to their real property. This was 
early a marked feature of Asti and Genoa and Pisa. The Visconti and 
other great families never had disdained to arm galleys and combine 
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a carrying- trade with war and piracy. Their shipping gave them a 
greater hold on their respective communes than their like possessed 
elsewhere. But this mainly feudal origin gave a definite stamp to the 
whole class of milites. The persistence of the Germanic kinship, modified 
in some degree by the Roman patria potestas , was seen in the strict 
maintenance of the agnatic family groups, linked together by corn- 
possession and the duty of blood-revenge (' vendetta ). A family could 
increase with extreme rapidity — in a century the agnates descended 
from one man could number from 50 to 100 men — and further the 
agnatic group could be extended by voluntary alliance with one or more 
others. Thus in the noble’s life the consorzeria , the family group, was 
the leading factor. The consortes placed their houses side by side ; if 
the family was very great, it would have a covered loggia in the midst 
for festivities and meetings ; in any case it would compossess a lofty 
tower for attack and defence, and thus the Italian medieval town shewed 
a forest of towers within its walls, the rallying-points of the incessant 
blood-feuds of the consorzerie. Organisation did not, however, cease 
here. There grew up leagues of consorzerie, the Societies of the Towers 
(Societa delle Toni), and in the last half of the twelfth century we find 
all the milites of a city grouped under consuls of their own, who in 
treaties are already recognised as state-functionaries. To sum up, by 
the year 1200, the milites form a sharply separate class, marked off not 
so much by birth or the source of their wealth as by traditions and 
habits of life. They, or their principal families, have the chief say in 
the commune. 

The pedites or plebeians appear at first as less organised than the 
higher ranks, or rather the local organisation of vicinanze and portae 
was sufficient for them while the volume of trade was still small. Men 
of the same craft dwelt almost wholly in the same quarter or even vici- 
nanza , and, although in the once Byzantine cities of Ravenna and Rome 
some ancient gilds ( scholae ) seem to have continued, it needed a period 
of prosperity to incite craftsmen in general to tighten their trade, as 
opposed to their local, inter-connexion. The first to emerge separately 
were naturally the merchants (mercatores or negotiators), who for the 
most part were concerned with import and export and the transit trade. 
It was for them the profits were largest and the dangers greatest ; they 
most needed corporate action and influence for their wealth and for mere 
safety in their voyages and journeys. Accordingly, half-way through 
the twelfth century, we find consuls of the merchants recognised officials 
in the communes of Pisa, Piacenza, and Milan, and every decade added 
evidence of their appearance in other cities. The Merchants and Money- 
changers ( campsores , cambiatores), however, were like their allies the 
Jurists (indices, notarii ) largely drawn from the ranks of the milites , the 
composite nobility of the commune. They form a class through their 
particular economic interests. More closely connected with the plebeians 
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were the more specialised manufacturing, craft, and retail gilds, which 
sprang up in their footsteps, and gained at the close of the twelfth 
century recognition or toleration from the commune. Certain crafts 
were then outrunning the others in the race for wealth, and beside the 
Merchants there appear according to the various circumstances of each 
city such gilds as those of Wool ( Arte della Lana ), the Apothecaries 
and Spicers (Spezmli), the Furriers ( Pelliciai ). The most common term 
for them is Art (Arte), although Mestiere ( ministerium ) and schola are 
also used. They were organised on the model of the commune, with a 
general meeting of masters, a council, and consuls and subordinate 
officials. The community of interest in each Art, its strict supervision 
of its members, and their close mutual association in daily life, soon 
made the Arts as a whole the bodies with greatest inner solidarity in 
the communes. 

Both the emergence of new classes, with the reassortment of members 
of the old, and the exasperation of the inner divisions, partly social, 
partly merely old blood-feuds, in the ruling oligarchies, seem to have 
caused the gradual complication and development of the city -constitu- 
tions. Thus the consuls of the Merchants and of the MilHes become 
powerful officials of the State ; they take part in treaties, perform State- 
functions; in their wake, eg at Florence in 1193, we find the chiefs of 
a federation of more specialised handicraft Arts, whose trade was local, 
sharing in the government. At Florence the inner feuds of the aristocracy 
seem to have hastened the movement; in 1177 civil war broke out 
between the Uberti and the group of consular families then in power. 
At Milan, and generally in Lombardy, distinctly class warfare was the 
cause of change. In Milan itself we find the lesser traders, butchers, 
bakers, and the like, forming a league, the Credenza di Sant’ Ambrogio, 
which combined with the Motta, or association of the wealthier traders, 
to wrest a share of power from the Credenza dei Consoli in which the 
capitanei , strengthened perhaps by the war with Barbarqssa, were 
dominant. The merchants of Milan seem still to have retained their 
association. Elsewhere, the struggle is between milites , whether traders 
or not, and the pedites , whose wealth, if yet acquired, was new. The 
expulsion of the milites from the city, which had occurred in the pre- 
communal age, began to reappear as a feature of class- warfare. 

The immediate result of these broils and social changes, however 
caused and carried on, was the institution of a new single executive, the 
Podcda ( Potestas ). An occasional single ruler, called by the vague title 
of Rector or Potestas , was no novelty. From 1151 to 1155 Guido da Sasso 
so ruled Bologna, and during the foundation of the Roman commune 
Jordan Pierleoni ruled with the title of Patrician. But after Barba- 
rossa's institution of imperial Podestas 1 , evidences of a tendency to 

1 Cf. infra, Chap. xm. An official in each town to exercise and exact the 
regalia recovered by the crown in 1158. 
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supersede the board of consuls by a single man multiply. At Pisa a 
rector is regarded as possible from 1169; at Milan the first known is of 
1186, at Florence of 1193. At first an exceptional magistrate, as at 
Piacenza in 1188, the Podesta grew to be a permanent institution. The 
consuls who alternated with him were elected more and more rarely, 
and about the year 1210 he had become the normal ruler in all com- 
munes. Bv then the office had acquired a definite character. Though 
native Podestas appear and are usually dangerous to liberty, the typical 
Podesta is a foreigner, i.e. from another city. He must be a knight, 
i.e. a noble; he brings with him his familia or household of knights and 
jurists ; he is held strictly to account by a syndicate at the close of his 
year’s or half-year’s office, and is carefully segregated from the social 
and faction life of the city. Nor, partly through the natural elabora- 
tion of the State, partly from jealousy of power, was he allowed the full 
functions of the native consuls. Pie led the army, summoned the 
Councils, supervised police and criminal justice; but legislation, finance, 
and foreign policy were withheld from him, while in his own sphere he 
was surrounded by a Special Council, which often had direct connexion 
with the Consulate, and he was guided by the Great Council, which had 
now become the central organ of the commune. Even so the Podesta 
had to be a man of great natural gifts for rule and of elaborate training 
in law and affairs. A special tract, the Ocidus Pastor alis, was written as 
a guide to his duties. For a century it was a kind of profession for the 
ablest city-nobles. They went from commune to commune, adminis- 
tering, warring, judging among an infinite variety of routine, of debate, 
and of emergencies, and such men as Brancaleone the Bolognese, and 
Corso Donati the Florentine, give much of its brilliance to Italian 
history in the thirteenth century. 

It has been much debated what party had its way in the institution 
of the Podesta in the later twelfth century. First of all, undoubtedly 
the State : for the unity of the executive enabled the commune to survive 
the feuds and amateurishness and dissensions of the board of consuls; 
nor was self-government lessened, since the Great Council became the 
directing body of the commune. Next, we may probably say, the pedites , 
for affairs were no longer transacted by an oligarchic, quasi -hereditary 
board, but by the single foreign official and a Council in which the 
milites were no more than preponderant. It was in fact a step, like the 
admission of the wealthier Arts to a share in government, towards a 
wider basis for the State. But it was not a long step; the nobles were 
still dominant, and their lesser members benefited, perhaps, most by the 
supersession of the narrow ring of consular families. The further develop- 
ment, by which the non-nobles (popolatii), or the people (popolo), erected 
a fresh organisation, the popolo, and secured power over the State, belongs 
to a later volume. 

The Peace of Constance and the niggardly diplomas of the Emperor 
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Henry VI finally admitted the communes into the feudal chain, and it 
continued for many generations to be their endeavour to express their 
relations of territory and dominion according to the reigning feudal law. 
But this should not conceal the fact that the cities by their very nature 
were anti-feudal ; they and their very nobles were trading, manufacturing, 
not chivalrous, in a word they were bourgeois. Their trade, as we have seen, 
long ante-dated the Crusades, which gave it so powerful a stimulus. 
From the first the exchange of goods between East and West formed a 
chief part of it. From Constantinople and the Levant the Italians 
brought the much desired spices, sugar, silk and cotton, rare fabrics, dye- 
woods, and wine, objects of art and luxury, and soon corn and fish from 
the Black Sea. From Africa came gold, ivory, indigo, and lead. In 
return they exported metal and building-woods, furs, linen, cloth, and 
wool. To the Transalpines they handed on the Oriental and African 
products, with a slowly increasing quantity of their own cloth 1 , and 
received cloth, wool, hides, and furs in exchange. The chief manufacture 
of Italy was to be the finer qualities of dyed cloth. In the later twelfth 
century the ascetic, half-heretical fraternity of the Umiliati gave a re- 
markable impulse to the cloth industry in Lombardy, and they and their 
methods were introduced farther south. In the next century the Art of 
the Merchants of Calimala in Florence became specialists in dyeing and 
dressing Transalpine cloth, and in almost every town the Arte della Lana 
(Gild of Clothmakers) was among the wealthiest. 

This trade was vigorously organised. From the seaports caravans 
(merchant fleets, escorted by galleys) sailed twice a year to the Levant. 
At Constantinople and the Syrian ports existed colonies of Venetians, 
Pisans, and Genoese, governed in a fashion we should now call extra- 
territorial by consuls or baili, with store-houses ( fandachi . ) for wares 
and ship- tackle. It was the aim of each city to gain exclusive privileges 
and turn out its rivals, and much of their best energy was spent in these 
bitterly-fought commercial wars. One rival they overcame ; the Byzantines 
faded from the sea and from their own export-trade. In the West, the 
merchants trooped by road and river to the great fairs of Champagne, of 
which six were held in the year. Here, too, men travelled in caravans; 
but there was no question of extra- territoriality, though trade-concerns 
might be settled by Law-merchant, the custom of traders. Security and 
toll-freedom were the things aimed at, if only very partially obtained. 

It was the Transalpine trade Which gave the Italians their pre-eminence 
and ill-fame in the thirteenth century as bankers and money-lenders. 
Merchants whose business stretched from the Levant to England had a 
natural advantage in the handling of money and the organisation of 
credit. Partners in a firm would reside for long periods abroad; there 
was always an agent at least, and money- values could pass from Paris to 
Siena by note of hand. Almost all the great merchant houses took up 
1 Salt was a staple export of Venice. 
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banking and with it usury, from which they reaped in the thirteenth 
century enormous profits. The levying of the papal revenue fell into 
their hands. They knew and dealt in the coinage of Europe in all its 
varieties and degradations. It is a testimony to the inflow of the precious 
metals into Italy that the Gild of Money-changers ( Campsores , Arte del 
Cambio), who dealt in banking in their native town, was next in wealth 
to the Merchants. The Italian, or “Lombard, 1 ? banker was indeed hated 
abroad, and often at home, for his usury, both fair and unfair. The 
risk was great, the monopoly hard to break through, the interest usilriously 
high. Then, although a logical series of exceptions and relaxations was 
gradually worked out, the trade of money-lending, the taking of interest, 
was in principle forbidden by Canon Law. The perplexing limits within 
which interest could be taken were always being overstepped, and we 
have the curious spectacle of the merchant-class, the factors of the Papacy, 
making their living by a mortal sin, as they thought it, and perhaps the 
more extortionate because a reasonable profit on a loan was in theory for- 
bidden. 

The great firms might be either family businesses of many kinsmen, 
or as time went on more frequently voluntary partnerships. The several 
partners subscribed the capital, traded, travelled, served in the commune's 
army, held state-office, met in their gild and religious confraternity, 
co-operated in their consorzeria , and in the portae and vidnanze of their 
city. It was a full life, and, when citizen and commercial organisation 
grew more complicated in the thirteenth century, it is no wonder that 
short terms of office and each man taking his turn on council and board 
of officials were the rule. The drain on the citizen’s time as well as civic 
and class jealousy made it necessary. But the citizens also knew well 
that unfettered power made the tyrant. The one true single official, the 
Podesta, was fettered and supervised in a healthy state. The commune 
had begun by association and it lived by corporate action and impersonal 
decisions. Personal fame in it is a sign of disease and decay. At its best 
we hear only of the commune, the milites and pedites , the conmrzeria and 
the gild. 

These collective units, however, gave ample opportunity for broils, 
which always hampered and eventually wrecked the communes. Class- 
warfare and its early effects have already been mentioned; it was to 
transform the commune. But it was partly caused and its method was 
perniciously affected by the blood-feuds which existed from generation 
to generation among the comorzerk. The nobles, often of Germanic 
descent, and always adopting feudal, Germanic traditions, were perhaps 
somewhat antipathetic to the thrifty Latin plebeians, although this must 
not be pressed far. But it was their turbulent, tyrannous habits that 
became ever harder to bear. They rioted in the streets like Capulet and 
Montague, they fought round their towers, they were fierce and insolent 
to their inferiors. However given to commerce they might be, the 
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vendetta was a sacred duty, and by its nature it could only end, if it did 
end, with the extinction of a stock. Thus, whether the milites fought 
among themselves for power or vengeance, or the plebeians took up 
arms to tame them, the city was a victim of civil fighting. Now and 
again the flimsy wooden houses would be destroyed over parts of the city 
by accidental or wilful incendiarism. And these methods became normal. 
There was no rage so furious as that of the Italian bourgeois intent on 
restoring peace and order. 

In fact the intensely strong family and group feeling of the citizens 
is in strange contrast to their European trade and policy. Next to the 
lioman Curia, they have the widest, most civilised outlook of the Middle 
Ages. Strangers from all climes jostle in their streets. They themselves 
have a cult of efficiency and energy. They are the most original devisers 
of laws and constitutions, the acutest in jurisprudence and organisation, 
innovators at last in literature and romance. It is hard to exaggerate 
their devotion to their group or their commune. But on the other side 
is their narrowness. For his consorzeria the citizen at his best will devote 
everything; to his gild he will be staunch; to his city, if these allow, 
well-meaning and fiercely loyal. But these associations are exclusive. 
City wars down city with relentless rivalry ; family, class, and gild 
struggle mercilessly for dominion within them. It was only the danger 
to the autonomy of all which produced the Lombard League, and in 
that perhaps, as in other manifestations, it is the triumphant genius 
loci , the immediate character and communal will of each city, which 
dominates medieval Italian politics. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

ISLAM IN SYRIA AND EGYPT, 750-1100. 

With the accession of the first of the Abbasid Caliphs (a.d. 750) it 
became clear that the dominions of Islam would consist, henceforth, of a 
number of separate and independent Islamic states. Even in the time of 
the Umayyad Caliphs the unity of the Muslim Empire was maintained 
with difficulty and was never quite complete. In Arabia, the birthplace 
and the original home of the new world-power, there was neither the 
military strength nor the political organisation required for the rule of the 
conquered lands. The movement of the seat of government to Damascus 
under the Umayyads is, in one aspect, a practical acknowledgment of 
this fact. For a time the Arabian families who ruled the subject provinces 
were a connecting link and a partial bond of unity. But even they adopted 
and so perpetuated the national governments of Persia and Syria and 
Egypt, and thus the Muslim Empire was from the first a loosely-knit 
federation of Muslim states. The superiority of Mesopotamia and Persia 
over Syria and Arabia was declared by the triumph of the Abbasids. It 
was symbolised by a further movement of the capital from Damascus to 
Ambar and finally to Baghdad. But, inevitably, this movement of the 
capital to the distant east, weakened the control of the Abbasid Caliphs 
over the lands of the far west. An Umayyad prince became ruler of 
Muslim Spain in a.d. 755, and founded a dynasty which afterwards claimed 
the Caliphate and assumed the much disputed title of “ commander of the 
faithful w (a.d. 929). In Morocco Idris ibn ‘Abdallah, a descendant of 
‘All, established in 788 the first ShPite Caliphate. The dynasty of the 
Idrlsites, so established, maintained their power for about 200 years 
(788-985). In Tunis Ibrahim ibn Aghlab (800-811) was the first of 
another line of independent emirs with a brilliant history (800-909). 
This process of disintegration continued in all parts of the Muslim 
dominion. Every provincial governor was potentially an independent 
ruler. National traditions and aspirations reinforced the drift to 
separatism, Egypt and Syria and Arabia and Persia once more fell 
apart. The Arab conquest created a permanent international brother- 
hood of learning, literature, and religion ; it achieved a spiritual 
federation and affinity between much-divided races and nationalities ; it 
encouraged and made easy the migration of individuals from one land to 
another; but it did not permanently obliterate national boundaries and 
national rivalries. 

Parallel to the development of Islam as a world-power went the 
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development of the Caliphate, its highest dignity. On the political side 
this office was an adaptation to new conditions of the ancient city govern- 
ments of Mecca and Medina. Yet its holder was, essentially, a successor of 
the Prophet and so the supreme head of Islam. Local traditions and needs 
were bound to yield to this pre-eminent fact. When the Caliphs ceased to 
reside in Arabia, their local functions were soon practically abrogated. 
Only the restriction that they must be descended from the ancient ruling 
families of Mecca long remained to mark their political ancestry 1 . The 
sovereign power inherent in the Caliphate was most fully realised in the 
case of the Umayyad princes. After them, in the Abbasid period, the 
authority of the office was circumscribed and diminished by the existence 
of rival Caliphates and by the disappearance of the political unity of Islam. 
The Caliphs of Baghdad drifted towards the condition of being a line of 
Muslim princes with a specially venerable ancestry. From this destiny 
they were partly saved by a further transformation of their position. 
They surrendered their political authority, even in their own territories 
and capitals, first to Persian and then to Turkish sultans, whose mere 
nominees they became. The Caliphate was now a dignity conferred by 
certain Muslim princes upon the descendants of an old Arabian family, 
which had formerly ruled Islam and still had a recognised hereditary 
right to its position. Some forms of power remained to it, which ex- 
pressed respect for an ancient tradition and occasionally decided the 
course of events. The case of the Frankish kings of the seventh century, 
who ruled by the grace of the mayors of the palace, may be referred to 
as a parallel. It may not be superfluous to add that in this phase the 
Caliphate cannot be described as having been reduced to a purely spiritual 
function. The office is not a kind of Papacy. In name, if not in fact, the 
Caliphs have always been great Muslim sovereigns. The separation of 
Egypt and of Syria from the jurisdiction of the Abbasid Caliphs and 
the subsequent conflicts between them and their Fatimite rivals, to be 
narrated in this chapter, are essentially a sequence of military and 
political events 2 . 

The distinctive principles and the historical origin of the ShPite party, 
who supported the exclusive claims of ‘All to the Caliphate, have been 
explained in a previous chapter. Having failed to secure the succession 
for one of ‘All’s descendants when the Umayyads were overthrown, they 
turned their intrigues and plots with increased energy against the Abbasid 
usurpers. Two branches of this ShPite agitation, with apparently a 

1 The restriction was observed until the Ottoman Sultans assumed the title of 
Caliph {circa A.r>. 1517). The legitimacy of their Caliphate has been challenged and 
its authority widely rejected by Muslims on the ground that it did not possess this 
hereditary qualification. 

2 It should be borne in mind that the successive phases through which the 
Caliphate has passed make it difficult, perhaps impossible, to sum up its essential 
character satisfactorily in any brief statement. 
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common origin, have a notable influence oil the history of Egypt and 
Syria in the ninth and tenth centuries. One of theShPite sects is known 
as the IsmiPIlian, because its adherents believed that the Mahdl, who was 
to establish their cause and set the world right, would be a son or 
descendant of the seventh Imam, Isma‘11. About the middle of the ninth 
century a certain ‘Abdallah ibn Maim fin, a Persian, gained a position of 
great influence among these lsma‘llians, and directed a wide-spread pro- 
paganda from Salamiyah, his headquarters in northern Syria. At least 
two of his descendants, Ahmad ibn ‘Abdallah and Sa‘Id ibn Husain, 
succeeded him as the heads of the organisation which he established. In 
the beginning of the tenth century the supporters of Sa‘id gained 
sufficient power in North Africa to enable them to overthrow and depose 
the last of the Aghlabite emirs. In 909 they proclaimed a certain 
‘Ubaidallah ibn Muhammad as the Mahdi and the first of the Fatimite 
Caliphs (909-934) \ There is strong reason to believe that this personage 
was actually Sa‘Id ibn Husain, who had disappeared from Salamiyah 
some years previously. But his followers held that he was a descendant 
of ‘AH and of the Prophet’s daughter Fatimah. In 969 the fourth 
Fatimite Caliph conquered Egypt, and soon afterwards Egypt became the 
seat of the dynasty, with Cairo as its capital. 

The Qarmatians were another offshoot of the propaganda organised 
by ‘Abdallah ibn Maimun. They became a political power in Bahrain and 
amongst the Arabs on the borders of Syria and Mesopotamia, towards 
the end of the ninth century. Their special name is derived from the 
name (or nickname) of the agent whose preaching converted them to 
Shl‘ite doctrines. They are alleged to have been to some extent under 
the secret control of the Fatimite Caliphs, who are thus supposed to have 
been the heirs of the authority of ‘Abdallah ibn Maim un and his successors 
in Salamiyah. During the tenth century the Qarmatians were persistent 
and formidable enemies of the Abbasid Caliphs. Their repeated attacks 
on the pilgrim caravans to Mecca and their famous seizure of the Black 
Stone, which they kept in Bahrain for 21 years (930-951), are evidence 
of the looseness of their attachment to Islam. 

Ahmad ibn Tfilfin (870-884) was the first of the Abbasid governors 
of Egypt to make himself practically independent of the Caliphs and to 
transmit his emirate to his descendants, tie invaded Syria in 878, and 
joined it and a large part of Mesopotamia to his dominions. His territory 
extended to the borders of the Greek Empire, with which he came into 
conflict. His successor, Abu’l-jaish Khumarawaih (884-896), on the 

1 His recognition may be dated from the capture of Sijilmusa in August 900. 
His Caliphate is usually made to commence on the day of his triumphal entry into 
ilaqqadah, which is dated by Jamal-ad-Dln al-halabi on Thursday, 21 liabl c ii a.u. 
297 and treated as equivalent to 7 January 910. But the conflict between the day of 
the week and the day of the month in this date demands the reading 21 ltabi f i 
A. n. 297* 7 December 909 (see Stevenson’s Chronology). 
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whole maintained his authority in Syria and was confirmed in his position 
by the Abbasid Caliph. Three other members of the Tfil unite family 
were also, at least nominally, rulers of Egypt. In 903 the first great 
Qarmatian invasion of Syria took place. The governor of Damascus and 
the army of Egypt were unable to save the province. Help was asked 
from MuktafI, the last of the Caliphs of Baghdad to exercise a measure 
of independent political power. His troops defeated the Qarmatians 
(903), put an end to the authority of the Tulunites (904-905), and then 
repelled a second attack of the Qarmatians on Syria (906). 

For thirty years Egypt and Syria were again ruled by a series of emirs 
nominated by the court of Baghdad. Their brief terms of office reflect 
the unstable condition of the central government. The first "'amir 
al-wnara to exercise supreme power in Baghdad, the eunuch Munis 
(908-933), also effectively influenced the course of events in the pro- 
vinces. It was he who saved Egypt from the first attacks of the Fatimites. 
Twice (914-915 and 919-920) an invading army captured Alexandria 
and occupied part of the country for several months, but was in the 
end repulsed. During the next fifty years the Fatimite Caliphs had 
little leisure to pursue their scheme of annexing Egypt. They made 
one slight attempt in 935-936. In 935 the Emir of Damascus, Muham- 
mad ibn Tughj al-Ikhshld, obtained the governorship of Egypt. He 
lost his Syrian possessions for a time to Muhammad ibn Ra’iq of 
Aleppo. But after the death of this rival (942) he reoccupied Syria and 
obtained the governorship of Mecca and Medina on the nomination of 
the Abbasid Caliph. 

About this time the most powerful emirs in Upper Mesopotamia were 
two rulers of the Arab house of Hamdan, Nasir-ad-Daulah Hasan of 
Mosul (936-967) and Saif-ad-Daulah ‘All of Diyarbakr (935-944). This 
house now began to play an important part in the history of Syria. In 
944 Saif-ad-Daulah seized Aleppo and became master of northern Syria. 
An attempt to occupy Damascus was not permanently successful (spring of 
945) and a battle fought with the army of Ikhshld, near Qinnasrln, was 
indecisive. In the autumn of 945 peace was made between Saif-ad-Daulah 
and Ikhshld, on the terms that the former should hold northern Syria 
as far as Hi ms and the latter Damascus and southern Syria. The line thus 
drawn is the usual line of division in the tenth and eleventh centuries 
between the territory of Aleppo and the territory ruled by the sovereigns 
of Egypt. Antioch and a large part of Cilicia were also dependencies of 
Aleppo when the peace of 945 was made. 

When Ikhshld died (July 946), he was nominally succeeded first 
by one son and then, after an interval, by another. But the real ruler of 
Egypt in these two reigns was a native African, Abu ’l-mish Kaffir (946- 
968). He defeated a second attempt of Saif-ad-Daulah to seize Damascus 
(946), and then renewed with him the previously existing agreement, 
modified somewhat to his own advantage (947). Henceforward Kaffir's 
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rule was undisturbed by foreign attack. He successfully promoted the 
internal development of his own dominions, and made no attempt to 
encroach on the territory of his neighbours. 

In northern Syria during the period of Kaffir's reign Saif-ad-Daulah 
waged a desperate and continuous warfare with the Greek Empire (944- 
967). First the Muslims, and then after some years the Greeks, were the 
chief aggressors. But for nearly twenty years the character of the warfare 
was substantially the same. Each year some raid or expedition was 
launched far over the enemy’s borders by one or both of the combatants, 
and yet no decisive success was secured by either side. A notable victory 
is sometimes ascribed to Saif-ad-Daulah (e.g. in the year 953), but more 
often he seems to have suffered serious defeat (e.g. in November 950 and 
November 960). 

During these years Aleppo was the seat of a court which attracted to 
it poets and men of learning from all the lands of Islam. Saif-ad-Daulah 
was himself a poet and a man of letters, and also, literally, the hero of a 
hundred fights. His character and his court are illuminated for us by the 
poems of one of the most famous of Arabic writers, Ahmad ibn Husain, 
al-Mutanabbi. 

The first campaign of Nicephorus Phocas in 962 marks the commence- 
ment of a change in the scene and character of Greek operations. The 
most striking feature of the campaign was the sack of Aleppo and the 
occupation of the city by a Greek army for sis or eight days (December 
962) 1 2 . But the most important and significant operations were those 
which aimed at the conquest of Cilicia. Three years were needed to bring 
them to a conclusion. In 965 Mamistraand Tarsus were both captured, 
and the annexation of the province was virtually complete 3 . 

During 965 and 966 Saif-ad-Daulah was engrossed by the distractions 
of civil strife and Muslim war. His death, early in 967 (in January or 
February)®, was a prelude to further dissensions in Aleppo. Rival princes 
of the house of Hamdan and other emirs waged war with one another. 
Nicephorus, now Emperor (963-969), seized his opportunity. In the 
autumn of 968 he made a terrifying raid through the greater part of 
northern Syria, burning and destroying and taking many prisoners from 
the towns he passed. He marched up the valley of the Oroides, passed 

1 Such 'partial and temporary occupations are frequently mistaken by modern 
historians for complete captures or permanent conquests. It should not be said 
without qualification of an oriental town in this period that it has been captured, 
unless its citadel is known to have been surrendered or stormed. In 962 the citadel 
of Aleppo remained intact and Saif-ad-Daulah and the best of bis troops lay outside 
the city undefeated. 

2 The sources which relate the capture of these -towns at an earlier date either 
give the year wrongly or possibly refer to temporary occupations, such as those 
referred to in last note. 

8 The authorities vary curiously between Friday, 25 January (Kamal-ad-Dih), 
and Friday, 8 February (Yahy&, Al-makln, Ibn KhalliqSn). 
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Hamah and Hi ins, and then turned through Al-Buqai‘ah to the sea. He 
returned northwards along the coast by Jabalah and Latiqlyah to Antioch. 
No territory was gained by this invasion, unless possibly the sea-coast 
town of Latiqlyah. But the display of the Emperor’s power contributed 
to the success of his representative in the following year. Nicephorus, as 
he withdrew to Cilicia, left a strong garrison in the castle of Baghras, at 
the Syrian gates. It was commanded by Michael Burtzes, who soon 
learned that the people of Antioch, having declared their independence 
of Aleppo, had no settled government. He secured an entrance into the 
city by the help of traitors, and took possession on 28 October 969. 
Two months later he imposed humiliating terms of peace on Aleppo, 
which was again occupied by Greek troops, as it had been in 962. The 
boundaries between the dukedom of Antioch and the emirate of Aleppo 
were minutely defined and remained practically the same for the next 
hundred years. Harim was the farthest castle of the Greeks on the east 
and Atharib the corresponding fortress of Aleppo on the west. On the 
north the territory of Aleppo extended to the river Sajur and included 
Mambij. It was a condition of peace that the emirs of Aleppo should 
pay an annual tribute to the Greeks 1 . 

The fourth Fatimite Caliph, Abu Tamlm Ma‘add al-Mu‘izz (953-975), 
added much to the fame and power of the dynasty. His success was due 
to his own qualities of statesmanship and to the talents of his most trusted 
general, Jauhar ar-Ruml, originally a Greek slave (oh. 992). When Abu ’1- 
mish Kafur died (April 968), Murizz, having established his supremacy in 
Tunis and Morocco, had already commenced to prepare for the invasion 
of Egypt. Kafur’s death was followed by civil strife in Egypt and by 
circumstances which caused wide-spread distress. A strong party was 
ready to welcome the Fatimite ruler. No one was much opposed to his 
taking possession of the country. In the summer of 969 Jauhar’s in- 
vasion met with only slight opposition. Cairo was occupied on 6 July, 
and the name of the Fatimite Caliph quietly supplanted that of his 
Abbasid rival in the public prayers of the following Friday (9 July). 
Jauhar’s conciliatory policy and the practical benefits of his government 
secured general acquiescence in the new regime. Mu‘izz did not transfer 
his residence to Egypt until the early summer of 973, but Jauhar’s con- 
quest marks the beginning of a new period in the history of Egypt and 
of the Caliphate (969). For two centuries the governors of Egypt con- 
tested the claim of the Abbasids to the obedience of all Islam. The 
prestige of its rulers was equal and even superior to that of the Caliphs 
of Baghdad. The emirs of Syria and Arabia had an alternative Caliph to 
whom they might transfer their allegiance at choice. During the next 
hundred years the rulers of Lower Mesopotamia were either too weak or 
too much engaged elsewhere to exercise any effective control in Syria. The 

1 Kamfil-ad-Din gives large extracts from the treaty, including a definition of 
the boundaries on the north and north-west. 
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histories of Syria and Egypt thus run, for the most part, in one channel. 
In the extreme north the emirs of Aleppo maintain a precarious in- 
dependence. But southern and central Syria, which had been subject to 
the Ikhshlds and to Abu’l-mish Kaffir, remained normally subject to 
Egypt until the coming of the Turks. 

The disaffection or rivalry of the Qarmatians was the chief obstacle 
to the occupation of Damascus and southern Syria by the Fatimites. It 
seems probable that the Qarmatians of Bahrain had been up to this point 
secret supporters and allies of the Fatimites. It is therefore possible that 
their invasions of Syria in 964 and 968 were instigated by the Caliph 
Mu‘izz as a step towards his conquest of Egypt and Syria. But now 
a party held power in Bahrain whose policy was to oppose the Fatimites 
and to acknowledge the Abbasid Caliphs. Such a complete reversal of 
the principles of the sect could not fail to shake the confidence of its 
adherents, and it may be that the rapid decline of the Qarmatians from 
this date onwards is due to the internal schism so introduced 1 . The new 
policy had only a brief prospect of success. Syria was invaded by one of 
Jauhar’s lieutenants, Ja'far ibn Fallah. He defeated the Ikhshid governor, 
Husain ibn ‘Ubaidallah, at Ramlah in the autumn of 969 and entered 
Damascus in the third week of November. The population of Damascus 
was not disposed to acknowledge a Shfite Caliph, and JaTar’s position 
as governor during two years was precarious and uneasy. On the other 
hand Acre, Sidon, Beyrout, and Tripolis seem to have transferred their 
allegiance to the Fatimites without resistance. The decisive factor in 
their case was the command which the Egyptian fleet held of the sea. 
In 971 the Qarmatian leader, Hasan al-‘asam (Hasan al-atsham), in 
agreement with the Emir of Aleppo and the Caliph of Baghdad, invaded 
Syria. Ja‘far was defeated and Damascus occupied (autumn 971), and the 
Qarmatians became masters of the interior of southern Syria. During 
the three years of their occupation they twice invaded Egypt without 
success (October 971 and May 974). After their second repulse Damascus 
was reoccupied by Fatmdte troops for a few months (June 974). But 
the inhabitants were still opposed to the Fatimites, and chose a Turkish 
emir, Al-aftakln, to be their governor (spring 975). Al-aftakm, after an 
unsuccessful attack on the Syrian coast- towns in 976, was besieged in 
Damascus for six months by Jauhar (July-December). A Qarmatian army 
came to his rescue, and the allies reoccupied southern Palestine with the 
exception of Asealon, which Jauhar held against them for fifteen months. 
The loss of this city in the spring of 978 was counterbalanced by an 
Egyptian victory near Ramlah (15 August 978). Al-aftaklifs career was 
ended by his capture after the battle, but the Egyptians judged it ex- 
pedient to buy off the Qarmatians by promising payment to them of an 
annual sum of money. Damascus also maintained its independence. 

1 So De Goeje. 
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A Syrian emir named Qassam was chosen governor by the citizens, and 
remained in power until July 983. During most of his emirate a large 
part of southern Syria was ruled independently by the Arab chief, Mu- 
farrij ibn Daghfal ibn Jarrah. In 982 1 this chief was driven out of the 
country, and thus, finally, Palestine was reduced to obedience. In the 
following year Qassam himself surrendered to an Egyptian army. The 
Caliph, Abu mansur Nizar al-‘Az!z (975-996), then secured control of 
Damascus by appointing as its governor Bakjur, recently Emir of Hims, 
who was a persona grata to the inhabitants (December 983). He ruled 
five years and was then deposed for disloyalty (October 988). But the 
series of governors who succeeded him, until the Turkish occupation, 
were nearly all nominees of the Fatimite Caliphs. 

By the Fatimite conquest of Egypt and the Greek occupation of 
Aleppo in the same year (969), the way was opened for the clash of two 
distant powers in Syria. The Syrian coast-towns as far as Tripolis quickly 
became a portion of the Fatimite dominions. In the early part of the year 
971 an army sent by Ja‘far ibn Fallah unsuccessfully besieged Antioch 
for some months. The attempt was not followed up because of the re- 
sistance that the Fatimites met with in Palestine. It was also the con- 
dition of Palestine during the Fatimite conquest and the Qarmatian 
occupation that induced the Emperor John (969-976) to invade Syria in 
975. Aleppo was already a humble tributary, and probably the Emperor 
expected to reduce a large part of the country to the same condition. 
The fullest description of his campaign is contained in a letter that he 
wrote to an Armenian prince 3 . The expedition lavsted from April to 
October. The farthest point reached by the main army was the plain of 
Esdraelon (Mar) ibn ‘Amir). From Antioch the Greeks marched past 
Hamah and Hims, then through the Biqa‘ and the valley of the Jordan 
as far as Baisan. From Baisan they turned westward to Acre, and from 
there along the coast back again to Antioch. No hostile army attempted 
to stop their progress. Most of the Syrian emirs professed submission in 
order to save themselves from attack. Al-aftakln of Damascus and others 
purchased immunity by paying considerable sums of money. Baalbek 
was besieged and captured, and Beyrout was successfully stormed. Tripolis 
was besieged for forty days without success. The real gains of the ex- 
pedition were made on the coast just to the south of Antioch and in the 
hills facing Jabalah and JLatiqlyah. From now onwards Jabalah was an 
advanced post of the Greek Empire, facing Tripolis and the territory of 
the Fatimites. In the hills Sahyun and Barzuyah became Greek strong- 
holds. Beyond these limits nothing was gained. The southern emirs, 
who promised to pay an annual tribute, and even signed treaties to 

1 Possibly in the beginning of 983 ; at all events before the Egyptian attack on 
Qassam. 

2 Matthew of Edessa (trans. by E. Dulaurier, 1858), pp. IGsqq. 
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this effect, were beyond the reach of the Emperor’s troops in ordinary 
times and never fulfilled their promises 1 . 

In Aleppo after the death of Saif-ad-Daulah (967) the authority of 
government was usurped by Turkish slaves, of whom Farghuyah 
(Qarghuyah) was the chief. In the fallowing year Saif-ad-Daulah’s son, 
Sa‘d-ad-Daulah Abu ’1-ina‘alI, was expelled from the city (968). When 
Farghuyah submitted to the Greeks (970), as previously described, Sa‘d- 
ad-Daulah was allowed to retain Hims. In 975 Farghuyah was thrown 
into prison by an associate, the emir Bakjur, part of whose later history 
has already been narrated. This encouraged Sa‘d-ad-Daulah to attempt 
the recovery of his father’s capital (976). Bakjur was compelled to 
come to terms, and received Hims in compensation for the surrender of 
Aleppo (977). 

The chief feature of the remainder of Sa‘d-ad-Daulah’s emirate is the 
oscillation of Aleppo between dependence upon the Greeks and alliance 
with the Egyptians. Sa‘d-ad-Daulah wished to be quit of the burden of 
tribute due to the Emperor, and was willing to make concessions to the 
Caliph in return for his help. But ‘Aziz hoped to reduce northern Syria 
to the same state of obedience as Palestine, and for this and other reasons 
Sa‘d-ad-Daulah was compelled at times to ask protection from the Greeks. 
His first revolt, in 981, quickly collapsed owing to lack of support from 
Egypt. In 983 Bakjur of Hims, having quarrelled with Sa‘d-ad-Daulah, 
attacked Aleppo with the support of Fatimite troops (September). The 
siege was raised by a relief force from Antioch under Bardas Phocas. 
Bakjur fled to Damascus, and Hims was sacked by Greek soldiers 
(October). Even in these circumstances there was friction between Sa‘d- 
ad-Daulah and his protectors. The dispute was settled by the payment 
in one year of two years’ tribute 3 . During 985 and 986 Sa‘d-ad-Daulah 
was again in revolt. The principal events were the capture of Killiz by 
the Greeks (985) and their siege of Famlyah (986). Fatimite troops 
captured and held for a short time the castle of Bulunyas. Most likely 
it was the determination of ‘Aziz to make peace with the Greeks that 
led to Sa‘d-ad-Daulah’s submission to the Emperor on the same terms 
as before. The amount of the annual tribute was 20,000 dinars (400,000 
dirhems). 

The career of Bakjur, which is characteristic of the period, may here 
be followed to its close. After ruling Damascus for five years in dependence 
on ‘Aziz (988-988), he was deposed by his order. He fled to Raqqah, on 

1 Gustave Schlumberger, who gives a brilliant account of all these events, over- 
estimates the results of the campaign of 975, and misapprehends the position held, 
by the Greeks in Syria at this date and later. 

3 There was fighting between the allies after the retreat of Bakjur. The cause 
is not mentioned by the sources. Possibly Bardas Phocas demanded payment for 
his help either in money or in some other way. Kamal-ad-Dln is wrong in stating 
that the Greeks were defeated and driven away from Aleppo by Sa f d-ad-Daulah. Ilis 
narrative under this year is confused, and includes events that happened in 986. 
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the Euphrates, and from there once more plotted against Sa‘d-ad-Daulah. 
In April 991 he was defeated, captured, and executed by his former master 
and rival. In this battle Greek troops from Antioch again assisted the 
Emir of Aleppo. 

In 987 or 988 (a.h. 377) the first of a series of treaties between the 
Greek Emperors and the Egyptian Caliphs was made. The scanty details 
which are preserved suggest that it followed the lines of the better- 
known treaties of later date. If so, the outstanding feature is that the 
Emperor exercises his influence on behalf of the Christian subjects of 
the Caliph, and that the Caliph similarly acts as protector of the 
Muslims of the Empire. It is significant that under this arrangement 
the Fatimite Caliph is recognised to the exclusion of his Abbasid rival. 
Under the treaty there was an exchange of prisoners and the duration of 
peace was fixed at seven years 1 . 

Sahl-ad-Daulah was succeeded nominally by his son Abu’l-fada’il 
Sa‘Id-ad-Daulah (December 991). But the effective ruler throughout his 
reign was the zmztr Abu Muhammad Lulu al-kablr (Lulu the elder). It 
was presumably hostility to him that drove a number of the mamluks of 
Aleppo about this time to seek refuge in Egypt. Their support encouraged 
4 Aziz to attempt again the conquest of Aleppo. This led to a renewal 
of war with the Greek Empire also. The governor of Damascus, Man- 
jutakln (Banjutakln), commanded the Egyptian army. He invaded the 
territory of Aleppo and conducted operations there for thirteen months 
(992-993). A Greek force from Antioch under Michael Burtzes was 
repulsed (June 992), But Manjutakm’s operations were not energetic, and 
in the spring of 993 he returned to Damascus owing to lack of provisions. 
Next spring (994) ‘Aziz sent reinforcements and supplies to Syria, and 
with these at his service Manjutakln attacked Aleppo early in June. 
A relief force from Antioch was severely defeated on the banks of the 
Orontes (14 September 994). Scarcity of food, caused by the closeness 
of the blockade, now reduced the defenders of Aleppo to desperate straits. 
In their extremity they were saved by the sudden and unexpected arrival 
of the Emperor Basil (976-1025). He rode through Asia Minor in sixteen 
days at the head of 3000 horsemen. The alarm caused by his arrival was 
so great, the numbers of his army probably so exaggerated, that Man- 
jutakln burned his tents and equipment and made off in panic, without 
risking a battle (end of April 995). Basil followed southwards as far as 

1 The Muslim historians Abu 1-mahasiu and Al- f ainl (Rosen, p. 202), who are 
our authorities, particularly mention that prayers were to be said in the mosque at 
Constantinople in the name of ‘Aziz, and that the Emperor agreed to release his 
Muslim prisoners. Al-hiinl, however, also says that the Emperor sent materials to 
Jerusalem for the repair of the church of the Resurrection, and this, doubtless, 
was in accordance with the terms of the treaty. See infra , pp. 250-7- The dates 
of the later treaties between the Empire and the Caliphate are a. ». 1000, 1027, 
and 1037. 
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Al-Buqai‘ah, and then turning down to the coast marched northwards by 
the Mediterranean to Antioch. Prisoners were taken from Bafanlyah and 
Hims, but as dependencies of Aleppo they were presumably not seriously 
injured. Tripolis was besieged without success for more than forty days. 
Taratus was occupied, and garrisoned by Armenian auxiliaries. 

Aziz now began to prepare extensively for war with the Emperor. 
He made terms with Lulu, who formally acknowledged his Caliphate (995). 
But the only fruit of these preparations was an expedition to recover 
Taratus. Aziz died on 13 October 996, and revolts in southern Syria 
against the authority of Hasan ibn Amman, who rilled in the name 
of the new Caliph, made foreign wars impossible. For three years the 
governor of Antioch carried on an active border warfare and somewhat 
strengthened his position in the direction of Tripolis. In 998 he besieged 
Famiyah which was held by a Fatimite garrison. The Egyptians sent a 
relief force and the besiegers were severely defeated (19 July 998). This 
defeat brought the Emperor Basil once more to Syria (October 999). 

Basil’s second Syrian campaign lasted almost exactly three months. 
Two months were spent in raiding the province of Hims as far as Baalbek. 
Shaizar was occupied and garrisoned. Several castles were burned and 
ruined (Abu-qubais, Masyath, Arqah, and the town of Bafanlyah). It 
is not likely that Hims itself was much injured. A large amount 
of plunder and many captives were secured. From 5 December to 
6 January Tripolis was invested, without success. The Emperor spent 
the rest of the winter in Cilicia. Affairs in Armenia now claimed his 
attention, but even apart from this Basil probably desired to make peace 
with the Caliph of Egypt. It may be that the ten years’ truce concluded 
about this time was ratified before the Emperor left Cilicia in the summer 
of 1000 h 

In the second half of the tenth century Egypt enjoyed a period of 
much prosperity and internal peace. This was principally the merit of 
the Caliphs Ma'add al-Midizz (953-975) and Nizar al-AzIz (975-996). 
They were just and tolerant rulers and fortunate in the generals and 
officers of state who served them. Art, learning, and manufactures were 
fostered and flourished. Numerous public buildings and other works of 
public utility date from this period. The burdens of taxation were some- 
what lightened and more equally distributed. Much of the kaleidoscopic 
life of the Thousand and One Nights was actually realised in the Cairo 
of those days. 

The instability of fortune and the caprice of rulers never found more 
striking illustrations than in the reign of the sixth Caliph, Abu All al- 

1 The Egyptian plenipotentiary in the negotiations was cliosen by Bar jawan, 
who was assassinated on 4 April 1000. Basil seems to have opened negotiations 
during his Syrian campaign, so that the treaty may have been concluded by the 
spring of 1000, The conditions of peace are not specified by Yuliya, from whom the 
particulars of this paragraph are taken. 
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Mansur al-Hakim (996-1021). His minority was a time of chaos, when 
the chiefs of the Berber and Turkish guards fought and schemed for 
supremacy. The native historians relate strange and incredible stories of 
his personal government, out of which it is nearly impossible to make a 
coherent picture. He is represented as arbitrary and cruel beyond measure 
and as the persecutor of every class in turn. He kept his position only 
by unscrupulous assassination and by playing off against one another 
the Arab, Turkish, Berber, and Negro factions which mingled in his 
court. On the other hand, measures are attributed to him which have 
been interpreted as the conceptions of a would-be reformer and unpractical 
idealist. In part of his reign he seems to be a rigid Muslim, persecuting 
Jews and Christians against all tradition and in spite of the fact that his 
mother was a Christian and his uncle at one time Patriarch of Jerusalem. 
At another period his conduct suggests that he was influenced by the 
esoteric doctrine of the Isma‘Tlian sect to which his ancestors belonged. 
Towards the end of his life he seems to have countenanced sectaries who 
proclaimed him to be an incarnation of deity. The mystery of his death 
was a fitting close to a mysterious life. He left his palace one dark night 
(13 February 1021) never to return; the presumption is that he was 
assassinated. But some declared that he would yet return in triumph as 
the divine vice-gerent, and the Druses of Lebanon are said to maintain 
this belief to the present day. 

The revolts in southern Syria at the beginning of Hakim’s reign 
reflect the strife of parties in Egypt and did not threaten the authority 
of the Caliphate itself. This distinction helps to make intelligible the 
maze of revolts and depositions and revolutions in which the governorship 
of Damascus was now involved. In twenty-four years and a half there 
were at least twenty changes in the occupancy of the post. Two governors 
between them held office for nine years, so that the average term of the 
remainder was less than ten months each. More than one was deposed 
within two months of his appointment. Generally the only cause of change 
was the arbitrary disposition of the Caliph or an alteration in the balance 
of power amongst the emirs of his court. Sometimes the new governor 
had to establish his authority by force of arms. 

On one occasion in these years there was a revolt of a more serious 
character. Early in 1011 the Arab chief Mufarrij ibn Daghfal ibn 
Jarrah, having defeated the Caliph’s representative, became ruler of inland 
Palestine for the second time. He failed to occupy any of the coast-towns 
but held possession of the interior for two years and five months, until 
his death (1013). A peculiar feature of this revolt was the acknowledgment 
by Ibn Daghfal of the sharlf of Mecca, Hasan ibn Jaffar, as “commander 
of the faithful.” This personage was a descendant of the Prophet and so 
possessed one outstanding qualification for the Caliphate. But his only 
supporter was Ibn Daghfal, and his phantom authority lasted less than 
two years. Ibn Daghfal’s sons were defeated by Hakim’s troops im- 
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mediately after their father’s death, and the control of Palestine passed 
again to the governor of Damascus. 

An event of special interest to Christendom occurred in Jerusalem 
during Hakim’s Caliphate, namely, the profanation and ruin of the 
church of the Holy Sepulchre (commencing 27 September 1009). It is 
unlikely that the fabric of the church was seriously injured. Hakim 
ordered its relics to be taken away and its monuments, including the 
Holy Sepulchre, to be destroyed. The portable furnishings of the church 
and its treasures were carried into safety before the Caliph’s agents arrived. 
But the Holy Sepulchre and other venerated shrines were destroyed as 
completely as possible. The interior must have been left in a very 
mutilated condition. Mufarrij ibn Daghfal began the work of restora- 
tion when he was ruler of southern Palestine (i.e. between 1011 and 1013) 1 . 

Said-ad- Daulah of Aleppo having died early in January 1002, Lulu 
banished the surviving members of the Hamdan family to Egypt and 
assumed the emirate. He acknowledged the Fatimite Caliph, Hakim, 
and also continued to pay tribute to the Greek Emperor. His rule is 
praised as having been wise and just. After his death (August 1009) 

1 The intention of the Caliph and the extent of the destruction of the church are 
to be ascertained chiefly from the narratives of Abu Ya f la (pp. 66-68) and Yahya 
(p. 195 sq.). The former conveys the impression that a primary object of the Caliph 
was to plunder the treasures of the church. His version of the Caliph’s order par- 
ticularly specifies the destruction of the monuments (of Aar, which, however, is an 
ambiguous word and might signify relics). When the historian says “ its structures 
were ruined and uprooted stone by stone,” he refers, presumably, to such buildings 
as the shrine of the Holy Sepulchre. Yahya’s account would harmonise completely 
with this view but for his summary statement “it was thrown down completely to 
the foundations, except what could not be ruined and was too difficult to uproot.” 
If the subject of the first verb is the church, then obviously the expression “to the 
foundations” cannot seriously be pressed, and the amount of damage to the walls 
and fabric remains obscure. But the subject in the original is quite vague, and the 
reference may be principally to the monuments and the interior structures. The 
brief statements of other writers. Eastern and Western, are no proof of such a 
complete destruction of the church as modern writers have assumed. The exact 
date is supplied by Yahya (Tuesday, five days from the end of Safar, a.h. 400). 
This agrees so far with the statement of Ademar (Lequien, in, 478) that the Holy 
Sepulchre was destroyed on 29 September (a. d, 1010), Yahya (p. 201, lines 9sqq.) 
relates that Ibn Daghfal began the work of restoration; he observes particularly 
that “he restored the places in it” (i.e. the shrines?). Possibly Hakim also 
authorised its repair, under the influence of his Christian mother and uncle (of. 
Glaher). In a.h. 411 (a.i>. 1020) the church is described by Yahya (p. 280) as still 
in a ruined condition. The relevant extracts from the Latin historians are given by 
Lequien, Orieiis Christianus, in, 475 sqq. Other references will be found in Ibn al- 
athlr, xx, 147, Maqrnl, n, 287 (Kitab al-kliitat, Bulak edit., 1853-1854), Abu 1-inaha- 
sin, ii, 64 (from Adh-dliahabl), and n, 101, Cedrenus (Corp. Script. Byzimt.), Vol. n, 
p. 456. Forty-five years before this, in a. ». 966, this church had been seriously injured 
by the local Muslim and Jewish population (Yahya, p. 125 sq.). The dome of the 
Holy Sepulchre and the roof of the adjoining main church were then both de- 
stroyed, and the necessary repairs had been completed only a short time before the 
events of 1009. 
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Mansur his son, although unpopular, held the emirate for some years 
against the Hamdan family and the attacks of the Ban! Kilab under 
Salih ibn Mirdas. Finally he was expelled from Aleppo by an insurrec- 
tion (6 January 1016), headed by the governor of the castle, Mubarak- 
ad-Daulah Fatah, and, having escaped to Antioch, became a pensioner of 
the Greeks. These events increased the authority of the Egyptians in 
northern Syria. About a year later, Mubarak-ad-Daulah was made 
governor of Tyre, Sidon, and Beyrout by Hakim, and ‘Aziz-ad-Daulah 
Fatik, an Armenian, was installed as governor of Aleppo (3 February 
1017). As so often happened in such cases, the new governor began to 
act as an independent emir, and his assassination (15 June 105252) 
was probably instigated by Sitt-al-mulk, Hakim’s sister, now regent. 
During the next two years and a half an Egyptian garrison held the 
citadel of Aleppo, and a series of Egyptian governors controlled the city. 

The seventh Fatimite Caliph was Abu ’1-hasan ‘All az-Zahir. He 
was a boy when he succeeded his father and he never exercised much 
influence in the government of his dominions (1021-1036). For the 
first three years of his reign Hakim’s sister, Sitt-al-mulk, was regent. 
Soon after her death the Arab tribes on the borders of Syria made a 
league against the Caliph, hoping to conquer and rule the country 
(1024). The leaders of the revolt were Salih, ibn Mirdas, chief of the 
Ban! Kilab, who lived in the neighbourhood of Aleppo, Sinan ibn 
‘Ulyan, chief of the Ban! Kalb, near Damascus, and Hassan, a son of 
Mufarrij ibn Daghfal, whose home was in southern Palestine. The con- 
federates were at first successful both in Palestine and northern Syria. 
Aleppo was captured by Salih ibn Mirdas (January 1025) 1 , and ITims, 
Baalbek, and Sidon soon acknowledged his authority. Thus a new 
dynasty, that of the Mirdasites, was established in Aleppo (1025-1080). 
In Palestine the Caliph’s representative, Aniishtakln ad-dizbirl, was more 
than once defeated and was driven out of Syria. The least successful of 
the allies was Sinan ibn ‘Ulyan. After his death in July 1028, his 
successor deserted the alliance and submitted to the Caliph. In the 
following year a decisive battle was fought at Uqhuwanali, south of Lake 
Tiberias, between Salih and Hassan on the one side, and the Egyptians 
and their allies on the other (14 May 1029). Salih was killed and 
Hassan’s power was completely broken. From now onwards Anu.shtakTn 
was governor of Damascus and the most powerful emir in Syria 
(1029-1041). 

1 The citadel did not surrender until five months later (June 1025). Cf. note 
supra, p. 240. As illustrating the textual criticism that must always be applied to 
the dates of Arabic historians, it may be pointed out that 13 Dim ’1-qa‘dah 415 in 
Kamal-ad-Dln’s text (date of the capture of Aleppo) should be 23 Dhu T-qahiah 415, 
and that 1 Jumada ii 413 (date of the surrender of the citadel) should be 1 Jumadai 
416. These are typical errors. The correct dates are given by Yahya (pp. 24C, 248), 
along with the week-days, which provide the necessary test of accuracy. See 
Stevenson, Crusaders in the East, appendix on Chronology, 
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During the period of this rebellion, in 1027 (a.h. 4<18), an in- 
teresting treaty of peace was made between the Fatimite Caliph and the ; 

Emperor Constantine VIII. It was provided that the Caliph’s name j 

should be mentioned in the public prayers of the mosques throughout ! 

the Empire, to the exclusion of his Abbasid rival. This arrangement 
was continued until the year 1056, when it was reversed at the instance 
of the Turkish Sultan Tughril Beg. A further recognition of the re- 
presentative character of the Fatimite Caliph, and another concession to 
Islam, was contained in the provision that the Caliph might restore the | 

mosque in Constantinople and appoint a muezzin to officiate there. The 
counterpart of these provisions gave the Emperor the right to restore 
the church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. It is not to be assumed 
that the church had lain in ruins since its profanation by Hakim’s 
orders in 1009, nor, perhaps, that much was actually done at this 
time in the way of restoration 1 . Another concession made by the 
Caliph was that those Christians who had become Muslims by compul- 
sion in the time of Hakim might again profess Christianity without 
penalty. It may be assumed that the treaty of peace, as usual, was valid 
for a limited period only ; but the term is not specified by the only i 

source that mentions the treaty. j 

Nasr Shibl-ad-Daulah, son of Salih ibn Mirdas, was permitted to 
succeed his father as ruler of Aleppo on the condition that he acknow- 
ledged the Fatimite Caliph in the customary manner, on his coinage and :[ 

in the public prayers of Friday. His emirate did not include Hi ms or j 

Ilamah, but extended north-eastward to the Euphrates. The Greeks, j 

who had recently been losing ground in Syria, now seized what seemed j 

to them an opportunity of improving their position. The territory of J 

Aleppo was twice invaded (1029 and 1030), both times unsuccessfully. j 

The Emperor Romanns shared in the second invasion, a very ill-judged 
attempt. The Greek army suffered so much in the neighbourhood of 
‘Azfiz from the hot season, lack of water, and fever that it was com- 
pelled to retreat in a few days and lost heavily as it retired (August 
1030). The Emir of Aleppo, reckoning his triumph an occasion of con- 
ciliation and not of defiance, at once opened negotiations for peace. 

A treaty was signed on terms that were distinctly unfavourable to the 
Muslim city. Aleppo again became tributary to the Empire, and a Greek 1 

deputy was allowed to reside in the city and watch over the due per- 
formance of the conditions of peace (April 1031). 

1 Maqrlzl (Khitat, p. 355, lines 9 sqq.) is here the chief authority. He does not 
name the Emperor, but does mention Zahir. William of Tyre also refers to a 
restoration of the church by permission of ‘‘Daher” (=Zahir), and Cedrenus, xx, 

601 , implies that the restoration was permitted by a son of the ( ’aliph who destroyed 
the church. The brief statement of Cedrenus is obviously very confused and in- 
accurate (cf. infra, p. 257, n. 3). If Maqrlzl were the only authority it might be con- 
jectured that his date a.h. 418 was an error for a.h. 428 (i.e. a.h. 1037). See p. 257. 
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At this date the territory of the Greeks in Syria extended eastward 
from Antioch to Harim and southwards along the coast as far as 
Maraqlyah. The hill men of the Jabal Ansarlyah, who adjoined this 
territory, were partially held in check by strong castles such as Bikisrayil, 
but still maintained their independence. After the defeat of liomanus, 
one of the chiefs of the hill tribes, Nasr ibn Mushraf, captured Bikisrayil 
and a general rising took place. Maraqlyah was besieged by Ibn Mushraf 
and the Emir of Tripolis. Nicetas, the new governor of Antioch, took 
prompt action against a very dangerous situation. He raised the siege 
of MaraqTyah (December 1030), and during the next two years syste- 
matically besieged and reduced the castles of the hillmen (1031-1032). 
Balatunus, Bikisrayil, and Safitha were among the fortresses now garri- 
soned and held by the Greeks. 

These events brought about a resumption of hostilities between the 
Empire and the Egyptian Caliph. Anushtakln of Damascus and the 
Emir of Tyre had given a timorous support to the mountaineers in their 
struggle with Nicetas. Rafanlyah was therefore attacked and captured 
by Greek troops. A Byzantine fleet threatened Alexandria and the 
mouths of the Nile. Both parties desired a stable peace, but the task 
of settling the matters in dispute proved to be long and difficult. The 
chief obstacle to a settlement was the demand of the Emperor that 
Aleppo should be treated as a Greek dependency 1 . The negotiations 
were continued, or resumed, after the death of ftomanus (April 1034), 
and peace was signed, perhaps in the autumn of 1037 2 . Each party 
pledged itself not to assist the enemies of the other, and their respective 
spheres of influence in northern Syria were defined. The Greek deputy 
whom liomanus had stationed in Aleppo had been driven out soon after 
that Emperor’s death, so that Aleppo probably secured its independence. 
The right of the Emperor to renovate the church of the Holy Sepulchre 
was acknowledged, and possibly the privilege of appointing the Bishop 
of Jerusalem. In return Michael IV set free 5000 Muslim prisoners. 
The duration of the peace was fixed at thirty years. The Emperor sent 
builders and money to Jerusalem, but the repairs to the church were not 
completed until the reign of his successor Constantine IX s . 

1 Full details of the negotiations are given by Yahya (p. 270 sq.). His account 
throws light on the terms of the treaty of 1087, and has been used above to sup- 
plement the meagre details of that treaty preserved by others. Unfortunately 
Yaliya’s narrative, at least as printed, breaks off before the year 1087 is reached. 

2 This date is derived from Yahya, who seems to fix it as being three and a 
half (Muslim) years after the death of Romanus. Barhebraeus gives a.h. 427, but 
his narrative, on the whole, is not strongly against a.h. 428, which would agree 
with Yahya. On the other hand, Cedrenus (vol. n, p. 515) gives a.m. 6544 
( = a.j), 1035-1086) and Abu T-fida (m, 96) and Ibn al-athlr (ix, 313) both a.h. 429. 

:i The authorities are those of the last note. The renovation of the church must 
have been considerable and not merely a repair of the damage done by Hakim. 
Cedrenus (n, 501) wrongly makes Romanus commence the work and Michael com- 
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The eighth Fatimite Caliph, Abu tamlm Ma‘add al-Mustansir, 
was only seven years old when his father died (June 1036), so that his 
reign began with a succession of regencies. The Caliph’s mother, an 
African woman, exercised a considerable amount of influence. The con- 
temporary Persian traveller Nasir-i-Khusrau records very favourable 
impressions of the prosperity and tranquillity of the country while the 
Caliph was a minor. 

Early in this reign peaceful relations between Aleppo and Egypt 
were broken off. Nasr ibn Salih was defeated and slain in battle with 
Anushtakln (May 1038), and Aleppo was captured and garrisoned by 
Egyptian troops for a few years (1038-1042). The d isgrace of An ushtakln, 
followed immediately by his death (January-Fehruary 1042) 1 , weakened 
the Fatimite dominion all over Syria. Aleppo was recovered by Nasr’s 
brother, Mu‘izz-ad-Daulah Thumal (March 1042). He resumed payment 
of tribute to the Greeks and so secured himself in that direction. The 
terms of the rulers of Egypt were not so easily satisfied. Envoys came 
and went between the parties. Attacks were launched against Thumal 
by the Emirs of Hims and Damascus, acting in the name of the Caliph 
(1048-1050). At length, in 1050, an agreement satisfactory to both sides 
was arrived at. 

Two isolated events, which are a part of the history of the Fatimite 
Caliphs, deserve mention here. In 1049 2 Mu‘izz ibn Badls, the Zairite 
Emir of Tunis, ceased to pay tribute to Mustansir and transferred his 
allegiance to the Abbasid Caliph. His family had ruled in Qairawan, 
in practical independence, since 973, when the Fatimite Caliph of the 
day made Cairo his residence and capital. But the formal separation, 
signalised by the acknowledgment of the Caliph of Baghdad, took place 
only now. On the other hand, for the greater part of the year 1059 the 
Caliphate of Mustansir was acknowledged in Baghdad itself. Such 
acknowledgments were now symbols of the triumph of political parties 
and alliances. The Turkish Sultan Tughril Beg identified his cause with 
that of the Abbasid Caliphs, with the result that his enemies in 

plete it. William of Tyre, also, says that Romanus received permission to restore 
the church. Possibly the explanation of these statements is that during the nego- 
tiations of 1081-1034 the article regarding the restoration of the church was agreed 
to (so Yahya), although the treaty of which it was part was not signed until the 
reign of Michael. William of Tyre seems to imply that not much progress was 
made with the repairs until the reign of Constantine. He gives 1040 as the date 
when the work was completed ; similarly Abu ’l-fida (a.h. 440). There was a severe 
earthquake in Jerusalem in January 1084 (Yahya, p. 272 ; cf. Cedrenus, n, p. .511), 
which may possibly have caused some of the injury that was afterwards repaired. 

1 1042 according to Kamfil-ad-Dm and Ibn al-atlur, 1041 according to Abu 
Ya'la. 

2 So Ibn f AdharI (a.h. 440), who further states that Ibn Badls struck new 
coinage in Sha'han 441 (end of 1049 or beginning of 1050). Ibn al-athlr is incon- 
sistent with himself, giving both a.h. 435 and a.h. 440. Abu Tmahasin gives both 
a.h. 43.5 and a.h. 443, preferring the latter. 
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Mesopotamia were disposed to favour recognition of the Fatimite Caliphs 
in those districts and cities where they triumphed. In 1059 Baghdad 
was occupied by a Turkish emir, Arslan al-BasasIri, who, being an enemy 
of the sultan, acted in the manner just described. The occasion was 
hailed in Egypt as an extraordinary triumph, and in fact probably 
marked the highest point of superiority to the Abbasids ever reached 
by the Fatimite Caliphs. 

When Mustansir came of age he shewed such feebleness and in- 
capacity that he was treated by all parties as a cypher in the government. 
The ministry of Hasan al-yazurl (1050-1058) was still, on the whole, 
prosperous and considerate of the general welfare. But after his death 
there recommenced a bitter struggle for power between the leaders of the 
Turkish and those of the negro troops. The country was devastated and 
impoverished by civil war, and finally lay at the mercy of the unscrupulous 
and cruel Turkish leader Nasir-ad-Daulah ibn Hamdan (1062-1073). Pro- 
longed drought and famine increased the miseries of the unhappy people. 
The influence of Egypt upon foreign affairs fell to its lowest ebb. It was 
in no way able to share in the defence of Syria against the Selj uq Turks. 

The rule of Mu‘izz-ad -Daulah Thumal in Aleppo was mild and 
generous, and therefore popular. His greatest troubles were caused by 
the unruly Arabs of the district, the Ban! Kilab, and latterly by the 
Seljuq Turks, already planted at Rahabah on the Euphrates. In January 
1058, feeling no longer equal to the tasks of his position, he abdicated 
and left an Egyptian governor and garrison once more in power. These 
were soon expelled by the citizens assisted by the Ban! Kilab (September 
1060), and shortly afterwards Muflzz-ad-Daulah was persuaded to return 
to his former post (April 1061). During his second brief emirate the 
Greeks provoked hostilities by repairing some border castles, and Artah 
was taken from them. Peace with them was renewed during the civil 
war that followed Muflzz-ad-Daulah’s death (November 1062). Artah 
appears to have returned to its former owners. 

ThumaTs brother, Asad-ad- Daulah ‘Atiyah ibn Salih, was his suc- 
cessor. His title to succeed was challenged by a nephew, Mahmud ibn 
Nasr, and the brief period of his emirate was one of civil war (1062-1065). 
It was at this date, just before the Norman conquest of England, that 
the Selj uq Turks entered Syria. 

From the ninth century onwards, Turkish governors and Turkish 
generals and Turkish mercenaries play an important part in the history 
of Syria and especially of Egypt. The Tulunites were a Turkish family 
and were served by Turkish officers and soldiers. So also were the Ikh- 
shlds. In Mesopotamia, from which these viceroys came, Turkish slaves 
held the highest place, subject only to the nominal authority of the 
Caliphs. In Egypt the Fatimite dynasty retained and added to the 
Turkish household troops of their predecessors. Turkish, Berber, and 
Negro factions struggled for supremacy, and the Fafimite governors of 
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Turkish conquest of Syria 


Syrian towns in the tenth and eleventh centuries were often Turkish 
Mamluks. 

Before the middle of the eleventh century,- a new wave of Turkish 
migration, under the great Sultan Tughril Beg (1037-1066), swept into 
Lower Mesopotamia from the north and threatened Armenia and Upper 
Mesopotamia. It was the precursor of the conquest of Syria by the 
Seljuq Turks. The manner of their conquest is representative of many 
other periods in Syrian history. Bands of horsemen, a few hundred 
strong — -seldom as many as a thousand — rode under adventurous leaders 
who sought their fortune and lived by their swords. They took service 
with any ruler for money or for lands, and gained their chief advantage 
where local feuds were being waged. Some novelty in their arms or in 
their way of fighting might give them an advantage in battle. In any 
case they were always on the war-path, and so could finally wear down 
the resistance of cities which depended upon the cultivation of the land 
or upon peaceful industry. The inland towns of Syria — Aleppo, Hi ms, 
Baalbek, Damascus, Jerusalem — yielded first and most completely to 
the Turks. Once established, the way of the conquerors was smoothed by 
their being Muslims. Their introduction of the nominal authority of the 
Caliphs of Baghdad was almost a matter of indifference to their subjects. 
The rule of Turkish emirs was already familiar in Syria. The invaders 
were backed by the prestige of the Selj uq sultans, but only to a slight 
extent occasionally by their armies. 

A conquest of the character just described implies, of course, that 
Syria was in its normal state of political disintegration. It was, in fact, 
even less united than it had been for some time past. Aleppo was an 
independent territory and was rent by civil war. The Arabs hung loosely 
on the borders. The hillmen of the Jabal Ansariyah took no interest in 
the fate of the neighbouring plains, Antioch and its dependencies were 
under the rule of foreigners. Damascus and the coast towns from Tripolis 
southwards had cut themselves adrift from Egypt, which was in the 
throes of revolution. They were governed by independent emirs, anta- 
gonistic to one another. Only the south-west of Palestine was still closely 
attached to Egypt. After the great defeat of the Greeks at Manzikert 
(1071), Antioch was almost left to its own resources. Even the Arme- 
nians, who had long given soldiers to the Greeks on the eastern borders 
of the Empire and in Syria, now preferred to make terms with the 
Turks. 

Harun ibn Khan was the first of the Seljuq Turks to gain a footing 
in Syria. About the end of 1064 he and his thousand followers turned 
the scale in favour of ‘Atlyah ibn Salih against his rival Mahmud. When, 
however, ‘Atlyah and the citizens of Aleppo rose against their deliverer 
and massacred his followers, he made off* with the survivors to Mahmud 
and helped him to victory at the battle of Dabiq (16 June 1065). After 
the surrender of Aleppo to Mahmud (13 August 1065), Harun was given 
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the little township of Ma £ arrat-an-N uhnan in fief, and settled there 
with a mixed following of Turks, Kurds, and Dailemites. 

In the summer of 1067 another Turkish leader, ‘Afshln bj name, 
raided the territory of Antioch and carried off great booty. His prisoners 
were so many that “a girl was sold for two dinars 1 and a boy for a set of 
horseshoes.'” In the following year ‘Afshm besieged Antioch and was 
bought off by the payment of a large sum of money (1068). At the 
same time there was war between Aleppo and Antioch, and Artah was 
captured by Harun ibn Khan after a five months 1 siege (1068). In the 
following year a Greek army, under the Emperor himself (Romanus 
Diogenes), recovered Artah and captured Mambij. Before the close of 
the year the Armenian governor of Antioch (Kachatur) made peace with 
Mahmud on terms that were favourable to the latter. 

In 1070 a Turkish leader, known as Zandlq, entered Syria at the 
head of large forces and ravaged the territories of Aleppo, Hamah, Hi ms, 
and Rafamyah. This was the first devastation of Muslim Syria by the 
Turks. It decided Mahmud to seek the protection of the Sultan Alp 
Arslan (1063-1072), and at the same time, in consequence, to transfer his 
allegiance from the Fatimite to the Abbasid Caliph. Prayers were said 
in the mosques of Aleppo for the new Caliph and for the sultan on Friday 
80 July 1070 2 . 

Alp Arslan now demanded that Mahmud should engage in war with 
Antioch and with the Fatimite emirs. Mahmud having at first refused, 
the sultan invaded Syria (spring of 1071). Two months were spent in 
negotiations, and during another month Aleppo was blockaded. Then 
Mahmud submitted and became the sultan’s vassal. The historian of these 
events comments especially upon the discipline of Alp Arslan’s army. 
The persons and the property of the country people were respected. Even 
the forage that the soldiers used was often paid for. Aleppo was neither 
ruined nor pillaged. Fasdiq, where Alp Arslan pitched his tent during 
the expedition, was henceforth known as the Sultan’s Hill (Tell-as-sultan). 

Mahmud does not seem to have shewn much zeal in the fulfilment of his 
pledge to the sultan during the remainder of his emirate {oh. 10 January 
1074). His sons Nasr (1074-1076) and Sabiq (1076-1080) were the last 
of the Mirdasites to rule Aleppo. Fresh bands of Turks were pouring into 
Syria. Rafanlyah was occupied by Jawall ibn Abaq (1075), who raided 
the territory of Aleppo until he was severely defeated by Ahmad Shah, 
another Turkish leader, in the service of Nasr ibn Mahmud and after- 
wards of his brother Sabiq. The assassination of Nasr and the acces- 
sion of Sabiq illustrate the influence now exercised by the Turks over 
the internal affairs of Aleppo. Sabiq was opposed by tsvo of his brothers 
and by the Ban! Kilab, but defeated his enemies with the help of Ahmad 

1 Fifteen dinars may have been a normal price. 

2 The same change was made in Mecca in this same year. But the acknowledg- 
ment of the Fatimites was resumed there again in 1074 or 1075. 
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The Turks in Palestine 


Shah and other Turks (July 1076). Nasr and Sabiq both waged war inter- 
mittently with the Greeks. In 1075 Mambij was recovered by the former. 

The principal Seljuq emirs of the north of Syria were ‘Afshln, Zandiq, 
and Muhammad ibn Dimlaj. In the summer of 1077 they were ordered 
by Alp Arslan’s successor, Malik Shah (1072-1092), to unite under the 
command of his brother Taj -ad-Daulah Tutush. In the spring of 1078 
Tutush attacked Aleppo at the head of a large force, which included the 
Banl Kilab and the soldiers of Sharaf-ad-Daulah Muslim of Mosul (1061- 
1085). The siege lasted four months and its failure was attributed to the 
action of Sharaf-ad-Daulah, an old ally of the Turks, who was now 
turning against them. Next year (1079) Tutush resumed his operations 
in Syria, with some success. Mambij, Buza'ah, and other places sur- 
rendered or were captured. Then an invitation from the Turkish Emir 
of Damascus, At-slz ibn Abaq, drew his attention southwards. 

The first mention of the presence of Seljuq Turks in Palestine be- 
longs to the year 1070 1 The authority of Nasir-ad-Daulah, governor 
of Egypt, did not extend at that time beyond the south of Palestine. 
Acre and Sidon were governed by an Armenian, Badr-al-jamall, who 
had played a prominent part in Syrian affairs since 1083. Damascus, 
Tyre, and Tripoli's were in the hands of other independent emirs. The 
Arab tribes on the southern and eastern borders were their own masters. 
After the assassination of Nasir-ad-Daulah (10 May 1073), Mustansir 
appealed to Badr-al-jamall to end the regime of the Turkish slaves in 
Egypt. At the head of his Syrian troops he occupied Cairo (February 
1074), and in a few years restored unwonted peace and order to the 
country. He was the all-powerful ruler of Egypt for twenty years 
(1074-1094). 

Several Turkish leaders shared in the conquest of southern Syria, but 
they all, in a measure, seem to have obeyed At-slz ibn Abaq 9 . His 
first acquisition was ‘Amman, an Arab stronghold in the Balqa (1071 ?) 1 2 3 . 
From there lie became master of the south of Palestine, including Jeru- 
salem and Ramlah. Jerusalem capitulated on terms, and suffered nothing 
from its change of rulers. For several years At-slz, having marked Da- 
mascus as his prey, ravaged its territory, especially at harvest time, and 
levied contributions from the coast-towns as the price of their immunity. 
In 1075 he captured Rafanlyah and gave it over into the charge of 
his brother Jawall. In the summer of 1076 Damascus at last sur- 
rendered to him. After this he ventured to invade Egypt, and. was 
severely defeated in the neighbourhood of Cairo (January 1077) 4 . His 

1 a.h. 402 (Ibn al-athlr, x, 40; Kamal-ad-Dln, p. 77). 

2 His name first appears in the year 1071 (a.h. 403). Qarlii is the only leader 
mentioned by name in the previous year (a.h. 402). 

3 Quatremere, p. 413 f. 

4 The date is from Sibt ibn al-JauzI. The general sequence of events suggests a 
year later, Cf. infra , p. 268, n. 1. 
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bold challenge prompted Badr-al-jamall to seek the recovery of Palestine 
and Damascus. At-slz, fearing the issue of the conflict he had provoked, 
invited Taj-ad-Daulah Tutush to his aid. The result might have been 
expected. Tutush took possession of Damascus and put At-slz to death 
(September 1079) h Badr-al-jamall withdrew his forces from Palestine. 
The emirs of the coast-towns, for the most part, paid tribute to Tutush 
rather than submit to their ancient rival, the governor of Egypt. 

Finding himself secure in Damascus, Tutush at once sent most of his 
army back into northern Syria. ‘Afshln, his general, laid waste the 
country from Baalbek to Aleppo and ravaged the territory of Antioch. 
In consequence of this attack Sabiq and the citizens of Aleppo surrendered 
the town to Sharaf-ad-Daulah Muslim of Mosul (June 1080). Sabiq re- 
tired to Rahabah, and Muslim and Tutush stood opposed as well-matched 
antagonists. 

As matters turned out, there was little actual fighting between the 
rivals. For two or three years Muslim strengthened his position in 
northern Syria and Upper Mesopotamia, held communications with Badr- 
al-jamall, and sought to divert the tribute of Antioch from the sultan to 
himself. During part of this time Tutush was absent from Syria, engaged 
in war with his brother Malik Shah. After his return he captured Taratus 
and some neighbouring castles from the Greeks (1083). Muslim’s one 
attempt on Damascus (1083) was broken off* because Badr-al-jamall failed 
to co-operate as he had promised, and a revolt in Harran called for 
attention. Next year was occupied by war in Mesopotamia with Malik 
Shah. Towards the end of that year Sulaiman ibn Qutulmish, a Turkish 
emir who ruled a large part of Asia Minor, intervened in Syrian affairs. 
Antioch was surrendered to him by traitors (December 1084<) 2 , and Muslim 
fell fighting against him in the following year (21 June 1085). These 
events altered the whole situation. Badr-al-jamall again retired from 
Syria, which he had invaded. Sulaiman and Tutush became rivals for the 
possession of Aleppo. The former was defeated and slain in June 1086. 
Soon afterwards Malik Shah intervened to settle the division of the Syrian 
conquests. Tutush was left in possession of Damascus and southern Syria. 

1 The date is fixed by a consideration of Tutusli’s movements in northern Syria. 
Abu Ya c la gives Rabl f i, 471 (instead of Rabl { i, 472). 

2 Except that there was delay in the surrender of the castle, Antioch was yielded 
by its inhabitants almost without resistance, and with little loss of life. Philaretus 
(Pliffard or Eirdaus), the governor, was an Armenian by birth, with possessions in 
Euphratesia which belonged to him before he was called to administer Antioch and 
its territory. He maintained friendly relations with the 'l’urks and was unpopular 
with many of his Christian subjects. Sulaiman was hurriedly invited to seize 
Antioch on an occasion when Philaretus was absent from the city. Muslim disliked 
the change of government, particularly because Sulaiman would not continue to 
pay the annual tribute that had been received from Philaretus. Antioch had paid 
tribute to Muslim for 2 or 3 years, and previous to that to Malik Shah. The sources 
consulted by the present writer do not shew when the payment of this tribute began. 
Both the last two governors of Antioch appear to have been Armenians. 
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QasIm-ad-Daulah Aq-sonqor, father of the famous atabeg T mad -ad -Din 
Zangl, received Aleppo. Antioch was given to YaghI Bassan 1 * * . Khalaf ibn 
Mula 4 ib of Hims and. ‘All ibn ‘Ammar of Tripolis remained attached to 
the Egyptian alliance which Muslim had formed. In 1089 .(a. it. 482) 
Acre, Tyre, Sidon, and Jubail (Byblus) submitted to Badr-al-jamall for 
the sake of protection against the Turks. In the following year Khalaf 
was overpowered by a combination of the Turkish emirs. Thus all 
northern Syria, as far as Tripolis, was now securely in the hands of the 
Seljuq Turks. 

The assassination of Nizam-al-mulk (October 1092), Malik Shah’s 
great vizier, followed soon by the sultan’s own death (November 1092), 
opened a period of civil war and political decay in the history of the 
Seljuq dominions. The rival claims of the sultan’s children served as a 
welcome shelter to the ambitions of the powerful emirs who supported 
them. Tutush of Damascus was a candidate for the sultanate. He 
defeated, captured, and put to death Aq-sonqor of Aleppo (summer of 
1094). Then he marched into Mesopotamia, where he met his own fate 
(February 1095). After this Aleppo was ruled by Fakhr-al-muliik Ridwan, 
Son of Tutush, and Damascus nominally by another son, Shams-al-muluk 
Duqaq, under the guardianship of the emir Tughtigln. Antioch remained 
in possession of YaghI Bassan. In the summer of 1097 Hims again 
became independent, under Janah-ad-Daulah Husain. The coast-towns 
from Tripolis southwards were still dependencies of Egypt. The scene 
was now set for the entrance of the crusaders into Syria (autumn of 
1097). 

In December 1094 the long reign of the Caliph Mustansir (1086- 
1094), one of the longest reigns in Muslim history, came to an end. He was 
succeeded by his son, Abu ’1-qasim Ahmad al-Musta‘lI (1094-1101), the 
ninth Fatimite Caliph. Earlier in the same year Shah -an -shah al-Afdal, 
son of Badr-al-jamall, succeeded his father as 1 amir al-juylsh , and so as 
the actual ruler of Egypt (1094-1121). In the summer of 1098 he seized 
Jerusalem from its Turkish governor and regained the whole of the south 
of Palestine from the Turks. Thus two groups of foreigners governed 
Syria just before the advent of the First Crusade — Turkish emirs whose 
power lay mostly in the north and the east, and Egyptian garrisons who 
occupied the central and southern coast-towns and a part of Palestine. 
Neither of these groups could depend upon the loyalty of the Syrian 
people, and neither of them was disposed to unite with the other in joint 
opposition to the invaders from the west. 

1 This name appears in Arabic MSS. as YaghI Siyfui and Bagla Siyan. Van 

Berchein (Zeitschrift fur As&yriologUi), gives reasons for preferring the form YaghI 

Bassan. 
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THE FIRST CRUSADE. 

Pope Urban IPs speech at the Council of Clermont (27 November 
1095) officially launched and defined the crusading movement. Four in- 
dependent reports by auditors of the Pope’s speech, Baldric of Dol, 
Guibert, Fulcher, and Robert the Monk, have been preserved. They differ 
much in phraseology, but they agree in substance and thus supply an 
authoritative statement of the purpose and motives of the Crusade. Their 
evidence is confirmed by the aims and ideals of the crusaders as these 
are expressed in the literature of the following period. All Christendom, 
the Pope declared, is disgraced by the triumphs and supremacy of the 
Muslims in the East. The Eastern Churches have asked repeatedly for 
help. The Holy Land, which is dear to all Christian hearts and right- 
fully a Christian possession, is profaned and enslaved by infidel rulers. 
Christian kings should therefore turn their weapons against these 
enemies of God, in place of warring with one another as they do. They 
ought to rescue the Holy Land and the Holy City, they ought to roll 
away the reproach of Christendom and destroy for ever the power of 
Muslim attack. The war to which they are called is a tloly War and 
Dens volt is its fitting battle-cry. Those who lose their lives in such 
an enterprise will gain Paradise and the remission of their sins. 

In conception and in fact the First Crusade aimed at rescuing the 
Christians of the East, and more especially the sacred cities of Palestine, 
from Muslim domination. It was an enterprise for the conquest of 
Syria and its permanent occupation by a Christian power. The armies 
of Europe were set in motion by the head of the Church, and religious 
considerations determined the goal of their enterprise. But there is a 
national and racial aspect of the contest, even more fundamental than the 
religious sentiment, which gives colour to the whole surface of the move- 
ment. The Crusades are the second stage in a long-continued and still 
unfinished military struggle between Christendom and Islam, between 
Asia and Europe, which began when the hardy tribes of Arabia swept 
through Syria and North Africa into Spain in the seventh and eighth 
centuries. The Muslim attack on southern Europe, from the eighth 
century to the eleventh, called forth that counter-stroke which is known 
as the First Crusade. The main springs of the movement, therefore, are 
not an enlarged conception of Christian duty nor a quickened sense of 
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Muslim attack on Europe 


religious opportunity. The direct line of approach to the history of the 
crusading movement is a survey of the Muslim attack on Western 
Europe which was a sequel to the great Arabian uprising of the seventh 
century. 

After the Muslim conquest of North Africa, Spain (eighth century), 
and Sicily (ninth century), all the southern coast of France and the 
western coast of Italy, with the islands of Sardinia and Corsica, lay at 
the mercy of hostile fleets and of the forces which they landed from 
time to time. The territories and suburbs of Genoa, of Pisa, and of 
Rome itself were raided and plundered. The Italian cities of the north 
had as yet no fleets, and the Muslims held command of the sea. In the 
south of Italy and in southern France Muslim colonies established 
themselves and were the terror of their Christian neighbours. During 
the tenth century the Byzantine Emperors made vain attempts to shield 
their possessions in South Italy, and were actually compelled to pay 
tribute to the emirs of Sicily. The defeat of the Emperor Otto II 
near Rossano in 982 marked the failure of the imperial power of the 
West in its traditional part of political defender of the faith. On the 
other hand the Muslims had already occupied lands more extensive 
than their numbers as yet permitted them to hold securely. They were 
weakened by political divisions and by frequent dynastic changes in 
North Africa, which was the chief seat of their power. The Muslim 
settlers in the south of France were expelled by the year 975 and those 
in South Italy, excluding Sicily, never gained more than a tem- 
porary and precarious foothold. In North Italy, Genoa and Pisa 
began to build ships to protect their coasts, and to further a com- 
mercial policy in which Venice, on the Adriatic shore, already led the 
way. In the early part of the eleventh century there was civil war 
amongst the Muslims in Africa, Spain, and Sicily, and the balance of 
power began significantly to alter. The occupation of Sardinia by 
the Muslims from Spain, and their descent from there on Luni in the 
gulf of Spezia, drove Genoa and Pisa into an alliance which was crowned 
with success. Sardinia was recovered, and a first clear step was taken 
in asserting the Italian mastery of the Tyrrhenian sea (1015-1017). 
Italian fleets now ravaged the coast of Africa and imposed treaties in 
furtherance of their growing commercial interests. Mahdlyah, the capital 
of the Muslims in Tunis and the chief harbour of their fleets, was 
menaced as Genoa and Pisa had been a hundred years before. In 
South Italy the Byzantine generals were still unsuccessful against 
Muslim raids, but their place was being taken by an ever-increasing 
number of Norman knights (from a.d. 1017 onwards). The victories of 
the Normans over the Greeks in this period ■■were supplemented by 
successful war against the Muslims. When Sicily was finally plunged 
into a state of complete anarchy, the Normans began to make conquests 
there also (1060). The capture of Palermo (1072) was a significant 
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token of their progress. Italian fleets co-operated in these Norman 
enterprises. When Genoa and Pisa in 1087 made a joint expedition, for 
the second time, against Mahdlyah, captured the town, burned the ships 
in its harbour, and imposed terms of peace on its ruler, the command 
of the Western Mediterranean passed finally to the Italian republics. 
The event is a landmark in the history of the medieval struggle between 
Islam and Christendom. Even the final conquest of Sicily by the 
Normans, which followed it very closely (1091), is not so important. In 
Spain the same work of reconquest made steady progress after the 
middle of the century. Here too Norman valour and Norman swords 
played an efficient part. Expeditions from South France, and prob- 
ably also ships from Italy (1092-1093), joined in the war. Normans, 
Italians, and southern French, were thus already practically leagued in 
warfare against the common foe. The First Crusade joined to these 
allies other peoples, more widely separated, and bore the contest from 
the Western to the Eastern Mediterranean. But the contest remained 
the same, and the chief combatants on the Christian side were still 
Normans, Italians, and Frenchmen. 

The recovery of Italy and Sicily and a large part of Spain from 
Muslim rule gave an impulse to the victors which could not fail to carry 
them to further enterprises. The defeated enemy had territory in Africa 
and the nearer East which invited attack. Pisa and Genoa were engaged 
in an oversea traffic which beckoned them eastwards. Sicily, in Christian 
hands, offered them ports of call and harbours of refuge on their way. 
Amalfi already traded actively with Syria, Egypt, and North Africa; 
Venice more particularly with the possessions of the Greek Empire. 
Italian commerce had everything to gain from Christian settlements in 
the East. An enterprise for the conquest of Syria and of Egypt was 
assured of the welcome and support of the Italian republics. The 
adventurous Normans too, as they spread from land to land with never- 
failing audacity and success, had found the Muslim East, had seen 
its treasures, and had heard its call. Their conquest of Muslim Sicily 
gave them a stepping-stone to Egypt and to Syria. From Italy they 
were already overleaping the narrow sea which separated them from the 
Greek Empire. War with the Muslim East may well have lain within 
their destiny independently of Pope Urban’s summons, to which they so 
willingly responded. 

The relation of the Popes to the age-long Muslim war is easily 
understood and simply stated. As the primates of the Church their 
most sacred interests were always imperilled by Muslim victory. Inevit- 
ably their authority and influence were cast into the balance against the 
spoilers of the Church’s patrimony. No partial triumph could extinguish 
their hostility, least of all while the holy places of the faith remained 
an infidel possession. Direct political interest also for a time stimulated 
their activity. But at the period of their greatest political power they 
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were influenced chiefly by the hope of realising their far-reaching vision 
of a universal Church. In the ninth century and in the early part of the 
tenth century, Rome was within the territory threatened by the Muslim 
invaders of Italy, and local circumstances drove the Popes to concert 
measures against them. Gregory IV (827-844), Leo IV (847-855), 
John VIII (872-882), and John X (914-928), all took an active part in 
the Muslim war. Their successors in the eleventh century were not, in 
all probability, the actual instigators of the Norman and Italian enter- 
prises of the period, as some of the chroniclers assert, but at least they 
gave them every countenance and support. Benedict VIII (1012-1024), 
an Italian count and successful soldier before his consecration, approved 
and assisted the expeditions against the Muslim conquerors of Sardinia 
in 1015-1016. Gregory VII (1073-1085), by his advocacy of the cause 
of the Greek Empire, prepared the way for more distant enterprises. 
Victor III blessed the standard of the expedition against Mahdryah (1087) 
and declared remission of sin to all who took part in it. From the middle 
of the century, under the guidance of the great Hildebrand, both before 1 
and after he became Pope Gregory VII, the Papacy asserted and in a 
measure secured its claim to be the ecclesiastical “emperor 11 of Christen- 
dom. Granted that all secular power was subject to the control of the 
Church for ecclesiastical ends, the Pope became the predestined head of 
any great united enterprise against the Muslims. The part played by 
Pope Urban in rousing Europe to the First Crusade was suggested from 
the outside, and actually became a means of realising the papal claims. 
Still, the suggestion that he should take action was made because he 
actually represented the unity of Christendom and alone could issue an 
appeal which would be listened to with general respect. The Pope was 
an international power much more truly than the Emperor. He con- 
trolled an organisation through which he could exert influence upon 
every country from within. He best could maintain the “truce of God, 11 
which secured peace at home while the crusaders were absent on their 
enterprise. It is not clear that the Pope’s initiative was essential to the 
starting of the First Crusade, but his intervention at some point was 
inevitable and his authority was one of the great forces which maintained 
the movement. 

The date at which Europe became ready for a united attack on the 
Muslim East cannot he put earlier than the last quarter of the eleventh 
century. The enemy were then at last driven out of the home lands, 
excepting Spain, and the Western Mediterranean was again a Christian 
sea. As long as the struggle in the West was proceeding, schemes for the 
conquest of Palestine were impracticable. These facts must be kept in 
mind in any consideration of the alleged bull of Sergius JV (1009-1012), 
in which lie announces the recent destruction of the Holv Sepulchre in 
Jerusalem (September 1009) and declares his wish to overthrow the 
1 For a different view on this point see supra, Chapter n, pp. 52-58. 
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Muslims and restore the Sepulchre. His intention is to equip a thousand 
ships for the purpose of his expedition, and he says that word has 
already come from the Italian coast towns to the effect that preparations 
there have been begun. Assuming the genuineness of the document, 
which is seriously disputed, it may be noted that the preparations 
reported may not really have been carried very far, nor indeed even 
commenced, and that the circumstances which suggested the expedition 
were very transitory. The reported destruction of the Holy Sepulchre 
was indeed an event likely to awaken the resentment of Christendom, 
and it may possibly have originated the earliest formulation of the 
crusading idea that has been preserved. But nothing came of Pope 
Sergius’ intention ; the Italian cities were not yet able to fit out the 
armada he proposed, and the Sepulchre, only partially injured, was soon 
restored without Western intervention 1 . Neither the alleged destruction 
of the Sepulchre nor the Pope’s daring thought, if it actually was his, 
had any direct influence on the origin of the First Crusade. At most 
they may have increased the animosity of war in the West and stirred 
the Christians there to renewed exertions. 

The feature of the First Crusade that most struck the imagination 
and stirred the fervour of its supporters was its declared purpose of 
delivering Jerusalem from the hands of the infidels. Extreme veneration 
for Jerusalem and its sacred sites was fostered by the whole system of 
Latin Christianity, and especially by its encouragement of pilgrimages. 
Frequent pilgrimages to local and national shrines were crowned by the 
necessarily less frequent pilgrimage to Palestine. In the eleventh century 
pilgrimages en masse , in which hundreds journeyed together to Jerusalem, 
led by some bishop or noble, were not unknown. One such notable 
pilgrimage was from Normandy in 106*4 ; another was headed by Count 
Robert I of Flanders (1088-1089). Individual pilgrimages also grew 
more frequent as the century advanced and the way became easier. 
The Cluniae revival gave fresh life to this part also of the Church’s 
ancient practice. Devotion to the cradle of Christianity was nurtured 
and stimulated even amongst those who never adventured on the distant 
journey. The indignities which Christians suffered in Jerusalem at the 
hands of the Muslims thus became familiar in Western Europe. It is 
not likely that the occupation of Jerusalem by the Turks (1071) stirred 
feeling in any special manner. But the capture of Antioch from the 
Greeks (1085) may have done so. Some part of its former population 
seems to have reached Europe, and to have roused animosity against the 
Turks by a recital of its misfortunes. In this and other ways the 
victories of the Turks over the Greek Empire influenced popular feeling 
and at the same time the policy of those at the helm of state. It was 
the situation of the Greek Empire and the advance of the Turks in 
Asia Minor which finally called Europe to arms on behalf of Jerusalem 
1 See supra , Chapter vi, p. 254. 
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and the Eastern Churches. A sense of obligation to the Holy City and 
to Christians in the East, long expressed in other ways, now took the 
form of the First Crusade. 

The long history of warfare between the Muslims and the Byzantine 
Empire has been told in another volume of this work. In the crisis 
which followed the fatal battle of Manzikert (26 August 1071), the 
Emperor Michael VII conceived the idea of calling to his assistance his 
Christian brethren of the West. His appeal was directed to Pope 
Gregory VII, as the supreme representative of Western Christianity and 
more truly its common head than the greatest of its secular potentates. 
The Emperor’s petition fell on willing ears, for Gregory saw in it an 
opportunity of restoring the East to the Roman obedience, and at the 
same time of practically realising his great principle that the kings of 
Christendom are the liege servants of the Church. For several months 
the Pope was full of the project of a mighty expedition to the East, in 
which he thought of personally taking part, and for which his letters 
claim that he received substantial promises of support (1074). But pre- 
occupations in Italy made it impossible for him to carry out his intention. 
The Greek Emperor was left to wage an unequal war with the Turkish 
invaders of his dominions. They overran Asia Minor and came within 
striking distance of Constantinople itself. The Emperor Alexius (1081- 
1118) saved a part of his Asiatic territory by acknowledging defeat and 
making what terms of peace he could. His position was weakened by 
the frequent wars he had to wage with the vassals of the Empire in 
Europe. When at length these wars were ended (1094) and the recovery 
of lost Byzantine territory in Asia became again feasible, it is not sur- 
prising that Alexius bethought himself of the powerful help which had 
once been so nearly granted to his predecessor. In 1090 he had been 
assisted against the Turks by Count Robert of Flanders. Such another 
expedition, but on a considerably larger scale, was no doubt what he 
desired and hoped for. His appeal was directed to Pope Urban II, 
Gregory’s successor in spirit as well as in office (1088-1099). Once more 
the Byzantine proposal was favourably received, and on this occasion 
nothing intervened to prevent the Pope from executing his resolve. At 
his summons Western Europe eagerly prepared to make war with the 
Muslim East. 

The First Crusade by proceeding through Constantinople and Asia 
Minor accomplished for Alexius even more than he can originally have 
expected to obtain from his Western allies. Not the least achievement 
of the crusading movement, considered in its ultimate results, was that 
it postponed the Turkish capture of Constantinople for 300 years. But 
the crusaders never regarded themselves as the mere auxiliaries of the 
Greek Empire, nor was their chief purpose to aid the Emperor against 
his Muslim enemies. Pope Urban’s official utterance declared the general 
purpose of the Crusade to be the deliverance of the Christians of the 
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East. The danger of the Greek Empire is therefore one motive to 
action, explicitly stated, but much more stress is laid on the situation in 
Palestine. There and not in Asia Minor lay the supreme object of the 
enterprise for the peoples of the West. Their conception of the Crusade 
may be said to differ from that of the Emperor only in the emphasis 
which they laid on one part of a complex whole. Alexius' 1 appeal, 
in general terms indeed, was also doubtless on behalf of the Christians 
of the East, and possibly his ambassadors spoke of the deliverance of 
Jerusalem as something to be aimed at ultimately by the allied forces. 
But the mere change of emphasis exercised a transforming influence. 
Very quickly it appeared that all the Latin interests, religious, com- 
mercial, and political, lay in these remoter achievements in which the 
Emperor had no direct concern. Thus the Crusade had one aspect for 
the Latins and another for the Greeks. The two parties were engaged 
in appearance in a common enterprise. Each quickly found the other 
disloyal to the common cause, because their conception of that cause 
was not the same. All the history of the relations between the Greeks 
and the Latins, in the First Crusade and afterwards, must be read in the 
light of this fundamental discrepancy. 

Assuming now that a proposed expedition on behalf of the Greek 
Empire and the Eastern Churches could thus become one for the de- 
liverance of Jerusalem and the Holy Land, we can better estimate the 
significance of Pope Gregory VIPs scheme in 1074. It has been argued 
that his intention was quite different from that of the crusaders of 1096, 
and that if his project had been realised there would have been an 
expedition to the assistance of the Greeks but no crusade. In reality 
the comparison in these words does not lie between two quite discon- 
nected schemes, and it seems more than probable that, if events had 
progressed further in Gregory’s time, they would have taken the course 
they did afterwards in Urban’s. It is significant that one of Gregory’s 
letters shews that Palestine was thought of as the goal of his enter- 
prise 1 . It is true that this goal is not yet the chief object which he has in 
view. But neither was it so at first in the time of Urban. It was only 
after consideration, and when it had been decided to inaugurate a great 
international enterprise (i.e. between the dates of the Councils of Piacenza 
and Clermont), that Pope Urban and his councillors began to define the 
issue in a specially Latin sense. It is not extravagant to suppose that 
Gregory would also finally have done the same. Still, it remains to the 
credit of Urban and his advisers that they saw there was a distinctive 
Latin view which it was for them to enunciate, and that this was done in 
the Pope’s great speech at Clermont. 

It must be added that the part played by Alexius in the inception 
of the Crusade has been variously estimated, and that recent writers of 

1 ff Iam ultra quinquaginta m ilia. ..contra inimieos Dei volunt insurgere et usque 
ad sepulcrum Domini, ipso ducente, pervenire.” Qregorii VII Reg. n, 31. 
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authority have denied it altogether. These writers are entirely justified 
when they insist that the number of the crusaders was a cause of 
surprise and of serious trouble and anxiety to the Emperor, and that he 
did not propose a crusade in the sense of the actual movement, if that 
be defined as “a religious war, properly so called, induced by the assurance 
of spiritual privilege and undertaken for the recovery of the holy places.” 1 
Admitting this, however, it may still be asserted that letters of the 
Emperor to the Pope formulated the first draft, as it were, of a scheme 
for which the West had long been ripening, and which came into being 
in the shape of the First Crusade, Ekkehard and Bernold of St Blaise 
supply the necessary proof so far. If so, the Turkish advance and the 
need of the Greek Empire must be included amongst the determining 
causes of the crusading movement. The expedition of Robert of Flanders, 
recorded by Anna Comnena and already referred to, then also becomes a 
precursor of the First Crusade. The alleged letter of the Emperor to 
Robert, asking for help, may or may not be genuine in its present form. 
The supposition to which recent critics incline, that it is a modified 
edition of the original letter, seems best to account for its conflicting 
features. But that some such letter was written by the Emperor to 
Robert is both credible and probable. 

Pope Urban’s first public appeal on behalf of the Christians in the 
East was made at the Council of Piacenza in March 1095. The humilia- 
tion of the Eastern Church and the danger of Constantinople were 
described to the Pope and the Council by ambassadors from the Greek 
Emperor. Urban espoused their cause so warmly that some pledged 
themselves at once to go to the rescue of the imperial city. There is no 
allusion to the Holy Land in the one report (that of Bernold) which we 
have of these events. The decision to rouse Christendom to a united 
attack on Islam must have been arrived at in the summer months which 
followed the Council of Piacenza. The direction of such an enterprise, 
its prospects of success, and the motives to which it might appeal for sup- 
port, must all have been considered; In this interval, we may suppose, 
Jerusalem became the hoped-for prize of the Muslim war and the chief 
incentive to it. There are indications that even certain details had been 
arranged before the Council of Clermont, c.g. the time of starting, the 
declaration of a three years'’ truce for the security of the crusaders’ homes 
and property, and their solemn pledge, marked by the assumption of a 
cross on the cloak or tunic. It can hardly be doubted that the Pope had 
assurance of influential suppoi’t before he delivered his speech at Cler- 
mont. The circumstances of the adhesion of Raymond of Toulouse 
imply that he was previously aware of the Pope’s intention and had 
been invited to join the movement. Thus prepared for, Pope Urban’s 
eloquent speech on 27 November 1095 met with an enthusiastic recep- 
tion and definitely committed the Church to a movement in full accord 

1 This is substantially Riant’s view. 
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with its genius and history. On the following day, in a council of the 
bishops, Ademar of Puy was chosen to be the papal representative 
during the Crusade. Other matters connected with its organisation 
were doubtless at the same time provided for. During the next six 
months a host of preachers, both official and voluntary, carried the 
Pope’s appeal into every part of France and even beyond its borders. 
Urban’s personal share in this missionary work cannot be too highly 
estimated. His association with the Cluniac movement, his French 
nationality, his eloquence and energy and organising power, were all of 
conspicuous influence in determining the result. For nine months he 
travelled from place to place with the special purpose of stirring enthu- 
siasm for the Crusade. He traversed Western France as far as Le Mans. 
At Tours he held a synod from 16 to 23 March 1096. From there he 
turned southward to Bordeaux and then eastward through Toulouse, 
Montpellier, and Nimes. He did not return to Italy until the month of 
September 1096. The first proclamation of the Crusade at Clermont, 
the ensuing journey of the Pope through France, and the enthusiasm 
with which he was received, account in large measure for the extent to 
which the Crusades became and continued to be a French national 
movement. 

Neither King Philip of France nor the Emperor Henry IV was on 
such terms with the papal court as to make it possible for them to join 
the First Crusade. None of the great nobles who therefore became its 
chiefs had any good claim to authority over the others. Ademar of Puy 
was the principal ecclesiastic in the army but not its military com- 
mander. As a Provencal bishop he was in fact a vassal of Raymond of 
Toulouse. The composite character of the Crusade, its association of 
men of different nationalities, naturally suspicious of and hostile to one 
another and without any supreme leader, thus provided sure causes of 
disunion and discord. Even the common purpose of the national chiefs, 
their intention to conquer and occupy Syria or Palestine, was a further 
cause of separation. Those at least who intended to settle in the East 
were prospective rivals in the apportionment of the conquered territory. 
Thus when the crusaders assembled at Constantinople they did not become 
one united army, but remained a loose confederation of forces, whose 
individual characters and rivalries did much to determine the subse- 
quent failures of the First Crusade, and indeed of the whole crusading 
movement. 

A brief notice of each of the more important leaders will therefore 
suitably clear the way to an understanding of the events of the Crusade. 
Hugh, Count of Vermandois, brother of the French king, was in some 
degree his royal brother’s representative. But neither his army nor his 
war-chest were commensurate with his apparent rank, and he did not play 
a distinguished part during the Crusade. He intended to settle in 
Palestine, although he did not carry out his intention. The oldest and 
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the wealthiest of the crusading leaders was Raymond of Saint Gilles, 
Count of Toulouse since 1093. His army was from the first probably the 
most considerable and his wealth enabled him to maintain its strength. 
He had fought with the Muslims in Spain, and his third wife was Elvira 
of Castile. During the Crusade he claimed a foremost place, and doubt- 
less expected to become a prince in the Latin East. With him went 
Ademar of Puy. Robert of Normandy, son of the Conqueror, was fitted 
for leadership neither by character nor by military capacity, but was of 
importance because of the number of Norman nobles who followed him. 
Godfrey of Bouillon, Duke of Lower Lorraine, had similar resources to 
those of Robert, but in character and capacity he stood much higher. 
His dukedom was a barren title, and he sold his small estates to provide 
himself with means for the Crusade. He is described as being equally fit 
to be the light of a monastery or the leader of an army. During the 
Crusade he distinguished himself as a brave soldier, although in no sense, 
of course, its supreme commander. His brothers Baldwin and Eustace 
gave added strength to his position. The latter had already been an ally 
of Robert of Normandy against William Rufus. Robert II of Flanders 
(1093-1111) was pre-eminent for his soldierly qualities and had greater 
monetary resources than either Robert or Godfrey ; but as a leader of 
the Crusade he stood in the second rank. By far the most able of the 
crusading chiefs and the best fitted to establish a Latin princedom in 
Syria was Bohemond of Taranto. The Norman knights from Southern 
Italy who accompanied him, including his bold nephew Tailored, were 
sufficient in numbers to make his force important apart even from his 
own capacity. There is strong reason to suspect that lie was resolved 
from the first, by one means or another, to make himself lord of Antioch. 
He had Muslim troops in his army, and Tancred, if not Bohemond also, 
could speak Arabic. Having experience already in Muslim warfare, he 
displayed during the Crusade a resourcefulness and a military capacity in 
which he had no equal. 

Three chief ways to Constantinople were open to the crusaders. One 
starting from the Rhine passed by Nuremberg and Ratisbon, down the 
valley of the Danube, and through Hungary. It was already a pilgrim 
road familiar to many. Another passed through Dalmatia, and was 
accessible from the north of Italy and the south of France. The third 
was the ancient Appian Way through the centre of Italy, and involved a 
short sea passage from Bari or some other Italian coast town. Each of 
these was used by some of the numerous bands and armies which marched 
to Constantinople from the spring of 1096 to the spring of 1097. None of 
the leaders whose names have been enumerated started before 15 August: 
1096. This was the date fixed for the departure of Ademar of Puy, and had 
been announced to others as an indication of the time when they should 
be ready. But the spring of 1096 may have been named by some of the 
earlier preachers, and by that date a popular movement, for which little 
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preparation was required, was already afoot. The first crusaders whose 
start can be dated were Frenchmen from districts visited by Peter the 
Hermit. They left home in March, and seem to have included only 
eight who could be ranked as knights. Five of these were of one family, 
Walter Sansavoir (the Penniless) of Poissy on the Seine, with his uncle 
and three brothers. They are said by Orderic Vitalis to have been a 
part of Peter’s own expedition as far as Cologne and to have separated 
from him there. In Christian Hungary they were well received by King 
Koloman and passed through his territories without any special incident. 
At Belgrade, which lay just on the Bulgarian frontier, the account that 
they gave of themselves was disbelieved and they were refused provisions. 
This led to a general plundering of the district by the crusaders and to 
severe retaliation by the Bulgarians. Walter hurriedly fled as far as 
Nis, where the Greek governor of the province was stationed and where 
he was recompensed for his losses and given a safe-conduct for the re- 
mainder of the journey. It is calculated that he arrived in Constanti- 
nople soon after the middle of July. 

Peter the Hermit was one of the most successful of the preachers 
who stirred enthusiasm after the Council of Clermont. He preached at 
first in Berry in central France, and afterwards, perhaps, chiefly in the 
districts to the north and north-east of his starting-point, tie, like 
Walter, made his way to Constantinople through Germany and Hungary. 
He is known to have passed Treves on 10 April 1096, but before he 
finally turned eastwards he preached the Crusade for a week at Cologne 
(12-19 April). In South Germany he and his French followers were 
joined by considerable numbers of Germans gathered from those districts 
which favoured the Pope in his quarrel with the Emperor. Walter of 
Teck and Hugh of Tubingen, Count-Palatine of Swabia, are two of some 
twenty knights who were their leaders. Whatever authority Peter may 
have enjoyed among the French peasantry whom he had stirred by his 
preaching, it cannot be supposed that he was in any way recognised as 
a leader by this German contingent. Possibly the Germans followed at 
some distance, even some days’ march, behind Peter’s Frenchmen. Albert 
of Aix’s history, our only source, refers chiefly to the latter. Hungary 
was traversed peacefully and uneventfully as far as Semlin (Malevilla), 
just on the Bulgarian border. Here the French crusaders stormed and 
plundered the town, on the alleged ground of injuries recently done to 
stragglers in Walter’s army. In Bulgaria, which they now entered, they were 
beyond the reach of Hungarian retaliation, and having given hostages to 
Nikita, its governor, they were permitted to purchase provisions in Nis. 
Here again, however, trouble arose, owing, it is said, to the burning of 
some mills and houses by a party of Germans. Peter’s baggage train, 
including his money-box, was completely plundered by the Bulgarians, 
numbers of women and children were taken captive, and Peter himself 
and his followers were driven in headlong flight into the woods. In 
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Sofia the fugitives found a harbour of refuge, and were overjoyed to 
receive a message from the Emperor to the effect that they had already 
suffered sufficiently for their wantonness and that they might be assured 
of his protection during their further journey. They reached Constanti- 
nople and encamped alongside of Walter’s followers on 1 August 1096. 

The trans-shipment, five days later, to the coast of Asia Minor of all 
the crusaders who had now reached Constantinople, was no doubt at the 
instance of the Emperor Alexius. He may already, in this short time, 
have had experience of conflicts arising between the Greeks and the 
Latins. At least he foresaw that they were sure to arise. There is no 
ground for the suspicion that the Emperor shewed unfriendliness by his 
action and deliberately sent the crusaders to meet their doom on the 
other side. Provisions were regularly supplied to their camp at Cibotus, 
and if the pilgrims had remained quietly there until reinforcements 
arrived, as they were advised to do, they would have been undisturbed by 
the Muslims. About the middle of September, however, first a party of 
Frenchmen ravaged the neighbourhood of Nicaea, and then an expedition 
of Germans followed and captured a castle close at hand (Xerigordon). 
Da’ud Qilij -Arslan, Sultan of Rum, after a week’s siege recaptured the 
castle (7 October), and then, having made the necessary preparations, led 
an army against the Latins at Cibotus. The crusaders marched out 
against him as he approached and were utterly defeated (21 October). 
More than half the Latin knights were slain. Hugh of Tubingen, 
Walter of Teck, Walter Sansavoir and two of his brothers, were amongst 
the number. Most of those who escaped took refuge in the citadel at 
Cibotus, from which they were rescued by Greek ships. The more im- 
portant of the survivors afterwards joined the forces of Godfrey of 
Bouillon. Many sold their weapons and gave up the crusade altogether. 

Following Peter’s expedition came several bands which did not reach 
their destination at all. One passed through Saxony and Bohemia, 
headed by a priest named Volkmar. It may be identified with those 
crusaders who persecuted the Jewish colony at Prague (30 May). 
Further on, at Nyitra (Neutra) in Hungary, most probably owing to 
their own excesses, they were attacked by the Hungarians and completely 
dispersed. The survivors probably returned home. The identification of 
Volkmar with Fulcher of Orleans, afterwards referred to as one of Peter’s 
companions, is too precarious to be relied on. 

Another German expedition from the Rhine had been stirred by 
Peter’s preaching and by that of a priest, Gottselmlk by name, who 
marched with it. Inspired no doubt by what had already taken place, as 
we shall see, in the cities on the Rhine, they commenced a persecution of 
the Jews at Ratisbon (23 May). They were well treated by the Hungarians 
in Wieselburg (Meseburg), but behaved so badly there that they were 
attacked some distance farther on by the orders of the Hungarian king 
and utterly cut to pieces. Very few of them escaped. 
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From the valley of the Rhine also, somewhat later, came an expedition 
whose chief leader was Emico, Count of Leiningen, between W orms and 
Spires. He made himself notorious by commencing a persecution of the 
Jews in the Rhine cities. Previous to the crusades the Jews had been 
living on quite friendly terms with their Christian neighbours, and 
although the new movement had stirred religious animosity against them 
they had not hitherto been molested. Count Emico was most likely 
chiefly influenced by the hopes of the plunder which he secured in the 
Jewish quarters of Spires (3 May), Worms (18-20 May), and Mayence 
(27 May). He initiated a persecution which extended to other cities. 
That in Treves (1 June) is attributed by the Jewish contemporary 
account to the agency of visitors from the towns just mentioned. The 
synagogues and Jewish houses in Cologne were plundered by crusaders 
chiefly from Lorraine, on their way up the Rhine to join Emico (early in 
June). The Jews of Cologne took refuge in the country villages round 
about and it was in them that the worst massacres took place (end of 
June). The crusaders whose evil work this was may have come from 
France or from Flanders and Lorraine, and they must ultimately have 
joined Emico on the borders of Hungary. Emico’s army included finally 
a considerable number of Frenchmen, in addition to his own German 
followers. Amongst these were Clarebold of Vehdeuil, Drogo of Nesle, 
and perhaps William of Melun, known as Charpentier, “ the carpenter, ” 
because of his fighting prowess. This expedition found its progress barred 
at the Hungarian frontier by King Koloman, who was posted with an 
army in the strongly fortified city of Wieselburg (middle of June). The 
king’s hostile attitude is fully explained by his recent experiences, not to 
mention the reputation of Emico’s followers which had probably been 
reported to him. The crusaders besieged Wieselburg for six weeks with 
an increasing prospect of success, until one day, as they pressed their 
attack, a sudden sally of the besieged threw them into a panic. They 
were quickly routed and completely dispersed (beginning of August). 
Emico escaped and returned home. Others joined the army of Godfrey, 
which was now advancing. Some of the French knights made their way 
into Italy and there joined the forces of Hugh of Vermandois. 

The incredible estimates of the numbers of those who joined in the 
First Crusade still given in modern histories of deserved repute make it 
necessary to discuss this subject specially and somewhat fully. At this 
point it will be sufficient to indicate the nature of the evidence in the 
case of the disastrous expeditions of which an account has just been given. 
The statements of our sources to the effect that Walter had 1 5,000 followers 
and Peter 40,000, or that the crusaders when encamped at Cibotus 
numbered 25,000, are to be regarded as possessing no evidential value at 
all. Such numbers in medieval sources when they can be brought to a 
definite test are invariably proved to be unreliable. Albert of Aix is 
our chief authority for the events in question, and his use of numbers 
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may be illustrated from one chapter 1 in his history. There we read that 
Peter’s host of 40,000 was dispersed by the Bulgarians, that only a 
party of 500 remained with Peter and the other leaders, that these by 
making signals and blowing horns reassembled 3000 more by evening, and 
that after three days 30,000 men, shewing a loss of 10,000, resumed their 
march together. Such an account only tells us that the crusaders were 
routed and scattered and gradually reassembled, and that they lost a 
large part (one quarter) of their total number. Even in this form the 
narrative may not be reliable history. But in any case the numbers are 
not records based on observation or tradition, nor even of the nature of 
statistical estimates. They are a mere fashion of speech intended to 
express proportions and relations, and may be called illustrative or 
pictorial numbers. In another chapter 8 there is a good illustration 
of the merely pictorial use of a number. Instead of relating how a 
band of hot-headed youths made an unjustified attack on Nis and 
were immediately joined in their attack by another similar band, the 
writer states that the attack was made by 1000 men (“mille insensa- 
torum hominum inventus”), and that these were immediately followed by 
another thousand like them (“mille eiusdem levitatis”). Here 1000 is 
used where another writer would consider 500 or 300 appropriate. Almost 
everything depends on the numerical scale in use, almost nothing on the 
actual figures. These may be quite unknown to the writer, and then of 
course cannot influence his choice of a number. Those who recognise that 
such numbers are unreliable often say that they are “exaggerated.” This 
criticism does not go far enough if it implies or is understood to imply 
that the numbers bear some proportion to reality and may be taken as a 
starting-point for an estimate of the actual numbers. Pictorial numbers 
in most writers are essentially fictitious, and are only at best of occasional 
use to the historian by setting an upper limit to the figures which lie is 
in search of. 

Any estimate given of the numbers, say of Walter’s followers or of 
Peter’s, must start from another kind of evidence. Some of the experiences 
of the crusaders indicate their relatively small numbers. Walter’s followers 
were put to flight by a force of which the greater part seems to have 
consisted of the garrison of Belgrade ; Peter’s host was easily dispersed by 
the troops assembled in Nis. Both expeditions seem to have obtained 
sufficient supplies of food without difficulty from the markets of the 
towns they passed through. Even allowing in the one case for the 
presence of undisciplined peasant pilgrims, with some proportion of 
women and children, and in the other for provisions carried with them, 
these facts are significant. If the first narrative summarised above 
be historical at all, it cannot describe what happened to 40,000 people, 
nor even to 10,000. Only by making it refer to Peter’s own French 
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followers and by numbering these in hundreds instead of in thou- 
sands do the difficulties disappear. If the number of knights be 
taken, as it usually may, to be an indication of the number of efficient 
soldiers in the two expeditions, we reach a total of a very few thousands 
as our maximum. The defeat of the crusaders at Cibotus by an army 
such as that of Qilij-Arslan is also an evidence of numerical weakness. 
In conclusion, however, we can only guess at the numbers who marched 
through Hungary with Peter and Walter. If the guess be made of 4000 
to 5000 for Walter and 6000 to 7000 for Peter, these figures are 
maxima which may still be much too high. They are large in pro- 
portion to the numbers of the disciplined armies which followed, under 
Godfrey and the other leaders, of which a better estimate can be given 1 . 

By the end of October Alexius was fully informed of the magnitude 
of the crusading movement and had decided what policy to follow. His 
first aim was to minimise the disturbance and loss of property which the 
march of the crusaders through his European territories necessarily in- 
volved. This he sought to do by giving a friendly reception on the 
borders to each fresh arrival, and by provision of supplies to the various 
armies on the march. At the same time he posted troops along every 
line of approach to Constantinople with instructions to deal severely with 
plunderers and to repel force by force. Alexius had also reason to fear 
that the leaders of the Crusade might not respect his claims to the 
countries they were about to reconquer from the Muslims. Bohemond, 
at least, who had been a recent invader of his territory, was certainly not 
to be trusted. If the Latins chose to act in combination they were 
formidable enemies and perhaps irresistible. But they came professedly 
as friends. The circumstances thus pointed to a definite agreement with 
them as a solution of this part of the Emperor’s difficulties. It may be 
supposed that he was indifferent regarding the future government of 
Palestine. But Asia Minor and Northern Syria were, in virtue of tradition 
and long association, essential parts of the Empire and could not be 
alienated voluntarily. On the other hand, guidance through an unknown 
country, abundance of provisions up to a certain point, subsidies of 
money, the use of Constantinople as a starting-point for the march 
through Asia Minor, possibly the assistance of Greek troops and ships 
and a free hand in Palestine, were all substantial advantages which could 
be offered in exchange for a recognition of imperial claims. Taking 
advantage of Western feudal customs, Alexius decided to demand from 
each crusading chief an oath of allegiance and a promise that the ancient 
possessions of the Empire which might be reconquered should be restored 
to him. Of course the oath of allegiance could only apply to the crusaders 
as holders of land in the East, which they were to occupy as the Emperor’s 
vassals. So understood, it was a reasonable settlement of the future 
relations between the Latin settlers and the Greek Empire, assuming, 
1 See infra, pp. 297-8. 
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that is, that they really came to deliver the Christians of the East and 
therefore the recently enslaved lands of the Empire. Of course if the 
crusaders fought merely for their own gain and recognised no obligation 
to the Emperor, they might well regard Alexius' 1 proposal as unwarrantably 
to his own advantage. But this was not the footing on which they 
presented themselves. They were permitted to enter Greek territory 
only as allies, already bound implicitly to render assistance to the Greeks 
against their Turkish enemies. The Emperor’s proposal when it was put 
before them was received with dislike by some; but most seem to have 
recognised that it was a proper way of making definite the understanding 
created by their presence and of regulating their future relationship. If 
the Emperor continued the support he had already commenced to give, 
they were prepared to regal’d their conquests as ultimately a part of the 
Greek Empire. It was indispensable that many of the Latin knights 
should settle in the East, and it was agreed that they should do so as 
vassals of the Empire and not as independent Latin rulers. The special 
promise to restore the lost lands of the Empire to Alexius was no doubt 
intended to be realised in large measure by the establishment of Latin 
fiefs, and thus was not an irreconcilable alternative to the Latin occupation 
of Syria. 

Obviously the foregoing interpretation and estimate of Alexius’ 
policy depend to a considerable extent on the view taken of the origin 
and purpose of the Crusade. It has been argued by some modern writers 
that the Emperor should have welcomed the establishment of the Latins 
in Syria on any terms, that he tried to impose impossible conditions 
upon them, and that he roused their enmity by his jealous and suspicious 
conduct. Such criticism assumes that the Crusade was not organised 
even in part on behalf of the Empire, and ignores the almost complete 
certainty of friction and discord arising in any case. It also, in particular, 
undervalues the importance of Antioch for the Empire, and underestimates 
the danger arising from the establishment there of an independent Norman 
state. 

Hugh of Vermandois was the first crusader of the highest rank to 
reach Constantinople. He came through Italy, and crossed from Bari to 
Durazzo probably before the end of October 1096. Many of the French 
knights who might have accompanied him marched through Germany 
and Hungary. Others were lost in a storm during the crossing from Italy, 
and those who remained were few in number. Hugh received, nevertheless, 
a cordial reception from the Emperor and gifts in due proportion to his 
rank. In return he took the oath of allegiance which Alexius desired. 
Some sources suggest that he was practically compelled to take the oath. 
But such compulsion, however small Hugh’s following, was neither politic 
nor possible. 

The next arrival was Godfrey of Bouillon. He left home about the 
middle of August and reached Tnln, near Vienna, soon after Emieo’s 
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defeat. There he spent three weeks negotiating with the Hungarian king 
regarding his further progress. Koloman agreed to allow him to proceed 
if he gave sufficient hostages for the good behaviour of his troops. Godfrey’s 
brother Baldwin and his family having been accepted as hostages, the 
crusaders marched through Hungary under strict discipline and closely 
watched by the king in person. Provisions were abundantly supplied, and 
at the frontier Baldwin and his family were released. At Belgrade Godfrey 
received assurances from Alexius that the crusaders would find abundant 
markets open to them on their route if they refrained from ravaging his 
country. The Emperor kept his word and all went well as far as Silivri 
(Selytnbria), two days’ march from Constantinople. There the Latins en- 
camped for a week, and the country was laid waste by Godfrey’s orders. The 
explanation of the Latin historian Albert is that Hugh of Vermandois was a 
prisoner and that the Emperor had given no satisfaction to an embassy 
which Godfrey sent to him from Philippopolis. He further states that 
Godfrey’s action secured Hugh’s release. Evidently, as Godfrey approached 
Constantinople he became suspicious of the Emperor’s good faith, and 
possibly he made some demand which Alexius refused. When he encamped 
outside the gates of the Greek capital and was met by Hugh and repre- 
sentatives of the Emperor (23 December), his suspicions remained and. he 
refused the Emperor’s invitation to an interview. Anna’s narrative suggests 
that the cause was his unwillingness to take the oath of allegiance required 
of him. Albert indicates rather a general suspicion of the Emperor’s 
good faith. Reading between the lines, in the light of the final issue, 
we may conjecture that Godfrey at this stage asked for hostages as a 
guarantee of his safety, and that the Emperor considered this demand 
an insult to his dignity 1 . Rather than have the surrounding country 
plundered by the Latins, Alexius continued his permission to them to 
purchase provisions, and four days after Christmas he invited them to 
leave their tents and take shelter in a suburb of the city. As the weather 
was inclement, this proposal of the Emperor was accepted. An inter- 
change of messages went on until the middle of January 1097, Greek 
soldiers all the time keeping strict watch to see that the Latins did not 
issue out to plunder. The conflict which ensued was inevitable in the 
circumstances and is not to be attributed to a deliberate act of policy on 
either side. The sources disagree, of course, as to which party was the 
aggressor. The Latins burned the suburb in which they were quartered 
and took up their position under the walls of the city. From there they 
plundered the country round for a week. But both sides had reason to desire 
peace, and quickly came to terms. The view we take of the cause of this 
dispute decides the question of which side now yielded most to the other. 
The Emperor sent his son John as a hostage, and at the interview which 

1 It is not impossible that Godfrey feared to trust himself in the Emperor’s power 
because the ravaging of the country round Silivri had no sufficient justification (being 
due perhaps to false information regarding Hugh’s position). 
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followed Godfrey took the required oath of allegiance (latter part of 
January 1097). Hugh of Verraandois assisted in bringing matters to this 
conclusion, and the royal hostage was released immediately after the 
interview. Some weeks later the Latins were transported to a camp on 
the opposite coast, no doubt in order to make room for other crusaders, 
who were now at hand (end of the third week in February). In their new 
quarters they were still supplied with provisions by the Emperor, and the 
poor among them were substantially helped by his bounty 1 . 

Bohemond was the next to arrive in Constantinople with a few knights 
(beginning of April). He seems to have crossed from Italy at the end 
of October 1096. But his forces followed slowly in separate bands for 
which he waited, and the united army was just at Castoria by Christmas. 
They crossed the river Vardar, not much farther on, on 18 February. 
Here there was a skirmish with Greek troops, who attacked them pre- 
sumably because of their previous depredations. From this point they 
were under the guidance of a high official sent from Constantinople, and 
by his care obtained abundance of supplies. Rusa was reached on 
1 April, and there Bohemond left his army for Constantinople. Tailored 
remained in command, and finally crossed into Asia Minor without 
entering Constantinople. Bohemond was an hereditary enemy of the 
Greek Empire, and now as at all times ready to take up arms against 
Alexius if he saw any advantage in doing so. He intended to secure a 
princedom in the East, and most probably had already fixed his choice 
on Antioch. Before taking the oath of allegiance he endeavoured to 
obtain a promise from the Emperor to support his scheme. Alexius' 
answer no doubt was that such requests were premature, and that every- 
thing would depend on the issue of the Crusade. It is unlikely, in spite 
of the definite statement of the Gesta Francorum , that Bohemond was 
now promised territory in the neighbourhood of Antioch. At most the 
Emperor may have indicated that he would afterwards consider favour- 
ably such claims as the Norman chief might be able to present. 

Robert of Flanders accomplished the first part of his journey through 
France and Italy in the company of Robert of Normandy. He crossed 
from Apulia in December 1096, and did not advance farther towards 

1 The attitude of the modern historian to Anna Comnena’s narrative of these 
events is decisively important for the view to be taken of them. Her account is inter- 
preted by some to mean that Alexius finally compelled Godfrey, by force of arms, to 
take the oath of allegiance. This is no doubt the impression she conveys, but in 
view of Albert’s narrative the Greek account may be regarded as patriotically over- 
drawn at this point. The view that the essential matter in dispute between Godfrey 
and Alexius was the oath of allegiance is a possible one, but Godfrey’s yielding (with- 
out defeat) on such a point is more difficult to understand than Alexius’ yielding on 
the point of the hostages. The very improbable date that Anna gives quite incident- 
ally at one point (“Thursday in holy week” — 2 April 1097) has not been satisfactorily 
accounted for by those who reject it (cf. Kugler). May there not be a confusion with 
Christmas week, in which, according to Albert, there was a cessation of hostilities 
out of respect to the season? Christmas Day in 1096 was a Thursday. 



Raymond of Toulouse 


283 


Constantinople until the spring. He arrived later than Bohemond, and 
readily took the oath of allegiance. 

Raymond of Toulouse, having left home, perhaps, about the end of 
October 1096 1 , came by the north of Italy and the eastern shore of the 
Adriatic Sea. Passing through Dalmatia in the winter, his army suffered 
from the inclemency of the season, from scarcity of food, and from the 
attacks of the inhabitants of the country, so that large numbers of the 
crusaders lost their lives. At Durazzo messengers from the Emperor 
brought assurances of friendship and promised supplies. Beyond this 
point, however, there was frequent fighting between the crusaders and the 
Greek mercenaries who watched their progress. The Provencals con- 
sidered themselves the aggrieved parties, and retaliated by destroying the 
suburbs of Rusa and plundering the town. At Rodosto, four days 1 
journey from Constantinople, Raymond received a request from the Latin 
leaders already in Constantinople to hurry on, because they were pre- 
paring to start and were making arrangements with the Emperor to 
which it was desirable that he should be a party. When he reached 
Constantinople (perhaps in the third week of April), he decisively refused 
to take the now customary oath of allegiance. If the Emperor put him- 
self at the head of the expedition and came with them, he would become 
his follower, he said, not otherwise. News of a shameful defeat of his 
army, in a conflict in which they were afterwards judged to have been in 
the wrong, only increased his determination not to yield. Finally, under 
pressure, he only consented to take an oath that he would do nothing 
against the life and honour of the Emperor. In consequence of his 
attitude he received, as the Provencal historian notes, little of the 
Emperor’s bounty. 

Last of all came Robert of Normandy, with his powerful brother-in- 
law, Stephen of Blois, and with Godfrey’s brother Eustace, Count of 
Boulogne. Their army included the first expedition of “ Englishmen 
and Britons ” to join in the Crusade. Robert left home in September 
and had spent the winter in the south of Italy. He embarked at 
Brindisi on 5 April 1097, and reached Constantinople about the middle 
of May. After spending a fortnight in the Greek capital he proceeded to 
the siege of Nicaea, which had already begun. 

The Emperor Alexius had good reason to be satisfied with the initial 
result of his negotiations with the Latins. Formally, at least, he had 
secured from the leaders of the Crusade the acknowledgment he desired. 
Even Raymond of Toulouse seems finally to have admitted the Emperor’s 
claims in Asia Minor and Syria 2 . An agreement so important and so 

1 The date rests on a doubtful calculation. Vic and Vaissete, Histoire generate 
d(> Languedoc (1733), Vol. ii, p. 628. 

2 It is not easy to say when Raymond became the friend and partisan of the 
Emperor, which he shewed himself to be in Antioch. Albert, xi, 20, implies that it 
was previous to the march of the crusaders through Asia Minor. The Emperor may 
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Treaty with Alexius 


intricate must have been put in writing and signed by the contracting 
parties 3 . If it did not specify all the lands which the Emperor claimed, 
it probably named at least the territories and towns in which he desired 
to place Greek governors, and some also of those which might be held by 
the Latins in fief. The plunder of all the captured cities may have been 
assigned to the Latins, and the Emperor certainly promised military 
assistance to his allies. The obligations of the Latin feudatories must 
have been defined, and, it may be, also the conditions on which they 
would obtain recognition as lords of the conquered territory. Of course 
the adherence of the crusaders to this agreement depended entirely on 
the Emperor’s fulfilment of his promise to render them further assistance. 
If he failed in this obligation, the Latins were inevitably released from 
their pledges to him. But meantime the leaders were won partly by 
the personal .charm and lavish gifts of the Emperor, partly, it may be 
added, by the reasonable character of his proposals, so that they judged 
their treaty with him to be of value to their enterprise. It is true that 
there was at the same time, especially among the rank and file, a strong 
undercurrent of suspicion and hatred of the Greeks. Godfrey’s troops 
and Raymond’s had already been engaged in serious fighting with them. 

have gained Raymond’s concession by a definite pledge, in the formal treaty which 
regulated the relationship of the parties, to bring an army to the assistance of the 
Latins. Even Raymond’s oath in Constantinople may have guaranteed the Emperor’s 
territorial claims, although it was not an oath of allegiance. To the view that Ray- 
mond suddenly changed his attitude in Antioch out of hostility to Bohemond, it may 
he objected that there is no suggestion in the sources of any inconsistency in his 
attitude, nor of any difference between the obligations of the individual Latin leaders 
towards the Emperor. The hostility of the Provencal historian, Raymond of Agiles, 
expressed in his description of the occurrences at Nicaea and elsewhere, is not a certain 
indication of the attitude of Raymond of Toulouse at the time. This historian, and the 
Provencals generally, never shared Raymond’s partisanship for the Emperor. Ray- 
mond’s remaining in the camp at Nicaea in June 1097, when the other chiefs went to 
visit the Emperor after the capture of the city (Hagenmeyer, Eput. et Chart, p. 140), 
must be regarded as merely incidental, on the view here taken of his final reconcili- 
ation with the Emperor. 

1 This is also F. Chalandon’s view. There is a small amount of documentary 
evidence ill its favour, viz. Alexias, xm, 12, where the reference to a treaty with 
Bohemond may be understood of a general treaty made with the Latin chiefs, and 
Hagenmeyer, Epist. et Chart. No. 12, from which it may he inferred that the date of 
the agreement was the middle of May. The terms of the treaty, as these are sug- 
gested above, are inferred from narratives of what took place after the captures of 
Nicaea and Antioch and from the terms of the later treaty with Bohemond in HOB 
(Alexius, xm, 12). The alleged grant to Bohemond of territory in the neighbour- 
hood of Antioch at this time (Gesta Francorum) may be interpreted to mean that this 
territory, although not assigned to any individual, was actually designated in the 
treaty as a prospective Latin fief. The exclusion of the city of Antioch suggests that 
it was to be placed in the hands of a Greek governor. Albert, v, 2, states that the 
Latin leaders had sworn specifically to hand over Antioch and Nicaea (if captured 
by them) to the Emperor (cum omnibus eastellis et urbibus ad regnum eius perti- 
nentibus). Raymond, ch. iv, shews that certain rights were conceded to the Latins 
in these Greek towns (in Nicaea a monastery and a hospital). 
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The Normans were really bitter and contemptuous enemies of the Greeks, 
although Bohemond judged it to be expedient to acquiesce in a general 
treaty, and required Tancred, much against his will, to take the common 
oath of allegiance. At the same time the marked hostility of the 
Western sources to the Emperor in their narratives of these events 
reflects largely the anger and disappointment of a later period. The 
Greeks and Latins had important interests in common, and it is likely 
that the policy inaugurated by the Emperor would have held them 
together until at least the foundations were laid in Syria of one Greco- 
Latin state. It was Alexius 1 own failure to implement his promise 
that finally turned the Latins into declared and irreconcilable enemies. 

Before the Latins left Constantinople, their route through Asia Minor 
and their plan of operations had been decided on. In the first place the 
Muslim capital of Nicaea, about six days 1 march overland from Scutari, 
was to be taken. The Emperor provided siege engines and food 
supplies but only a small detachment of troops. Nicaea was very 
strongly fortified and was protected on the west side by the waters of 
a lake. The disposition of the crusading army illustrates the separation 
caused by national divisions. Bohemond’s forces encamped on the north, 
Godfrey and the Germans on the east of the city (6 May 1097). When 
Raymond’s troops arrived they occupied the south side (16 May). On 
the day of Raymond’s arrival a small force of Muslims attempted to 
throw themselves into the city and were beaten off. Robert of Normandy 
and his men joined the besiegers on 1 June; their position also was on 
the south side. The siege operations, begun on 14 May, were pressed 
strenuously with little result for nearly five weeks. At length the ruin 
by Raymond’s engineers of a large tower on the south side brightened 
the prospects of the besiegers. This and the launching on the lake of 
Greek vessels, brought from the sea, decided the defenders to surrender. 
They opened negotiations with the Greek commander, and capitulated 
to him on condition that their lives should be spared (19 June 1097). 
Most likely they were allowed to remain undisturbed in their homes if 
they chose to transfer their allegiance to the Emperor. In order to 
prevent wanton plundering and destruction, the Latins were allowed 
to enter the city as visitors only and in small parties. As previously 
arranged, the spoil of the town, or its equivalent, was distributed among 
the crusaders, and their leaders received in addition handsome gifts from 
Alexius. No doubt the sparing of the lives of infidels became a cause 
of reproach to the Emperor in the Latin camp, and perhaps the pre- 
cautions taken to protect the city from plundering were resented. But 
the Latins do not seem, on this occasion, to have been unfairly treated 1 , 
and some of them settled in Nicaea as the Emperor’s subjects. 

1 Raymond’s account brings no specific charge against Alexius, although it shews 
that he was disliked and hated by the Provencals. 
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After the capture of Nicaea the proximate goal of the crusaders’ march 
was Antioch on the Orontes. It may be assumed that Alexius urged the 
siege and capture of a city which had been for a century an outpost of the 
Empire, and the occupation of which would be an important initial step 
in the conquest of Syria. Besides, the “deliverance” of Antioch had been 
from the first one of the specific objects of the Crusade. The way through 
Asia Minor was familiar to the Greeks and in any case easily found and 
followed. It leads through Dorylaeum and Ieonium and then over the 
passes of the Taurus into Cilicia. But in order to rescue Armenia Minor 
from the Muslim yoke and to secure for themselves friendly support in a 
district near Antioch, the main body of the crusaders kept eastwards to 
the anti-Taurus mountains, and then came southward to Antioch by way 
of Geuksun (Coxon) and Mar'ash. Cilicia, in which there was also a 
friendly Armenian population, was secured by Tancred and by Godfrey’s 
brother Baldwin. The Latins sent letters to the Armenians of Euphra- 
tesia, most probably from Nicaea, and Baldwin was joined there by an 
Armenian exile who accompanied and advised him during the march 
through Asia Minor. This alliance with the Armenians was afterwards 
of great value during the siege of Antioch, and by it the crusaders were 
enabled to make their first settlements in the East. 

When the Latins left Nicaea — those who moved first started on 
27 June-— some cherished the hope that they might reach Jerusalem in 
five weeks, if Antioch did not prove a serious obstacle in their -way. 
It was three months before they approached Antioch and nearly two 
years before any of them reached Jerusalem. Qilij-Arslan, having 
assembled his army too late to save Nicaea, attacked the Latins near 
Dorylaeum on 1 July. The crusaders were in two divisions, two miles apart, 
on separate roads. The first encounter was between the whole Turkish 
army, which consisted exclusively of horsemen armed with bows, and the 
smaller part of the Latin host, which included the Normans only, under 
Bohemond, Tancred, and Robert of Normandy. An attack of the Norman 
knights was repulsed by the Turks, whose advance, in turn, was checked 
by the spears and bows of the Latin infantry, upon whom the knights 
fell back 1 . The encircling Muslims now employed their usual elusive and 
harassing tactics and the Normans fought a desperate battle, until they 
were relieved by the arrival, in successive bands, of Godfrey and the other 
leaders. The Turks having retreated on to a hill -side, the crusaders 
formed themselves into line of battle and broke and scattered their 
opponents by one irresistible charge. In the shock of direct encounter 
the light Turkish horsemen had no chance of success. The fight before 

1 The fullest account of the first stage of the battle is given by the tiwta Tan - 
credi. This source alone explicitly mentions the decisive action of the infantry (deu- 
sissitna pedestrium hastarum silva nunc fugam impedit, nunc extinguit). The part 
played by the Latin infantry in these battles with the Muslims is frequently ignored 
by the sources (cf. infra, p. 290, note 1). 
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Godfrey’s arrival may have lasted two or three hours and the second 
stage of the battle, including the pursuit, three hours more. The enemy 
were pursued for several miles, and great booty was obtained from the 
captured Muslim camp 1 * * . 

During the march beyond Dorylaeum the Latins found the country 
laid waste for a considerable distance, and suffered greatly from want of 
food and water as well as from the excessive heat. They lost a large 
number of their horses and baggage animals. Most probably the crusaders 
now marched in one main force, where all the baggage was placed, and in 
several smaller forces under independent leaders such as Tanered and 
Baldwin. From Iconium eastwards the conditions seem to have improved, 
and of course in Armenia Minor the friendship of the Christian popula- 
tion made the way easy. The Muslims were nowhere in sufficient force to 
venture another attack after their defeat at Dorylaeum. In Armenia 
Minor the Turkish garrisons, which had not long been in possession, were 
expelled and Armenian supremacy was restored. Several Western knights 
settled in the conquered strongholds, but the only leader of importance 
to remain in the district was Baldwin, Godfrey’s brother, afterwards his 
successor in Jerusalem. Baldwin was the founder of the first of the 
crusading states in the East. After passing, as we shall see, through 
Cilicia he reached the main army at Mar 4 ash. But while it went on to 
Antioch he remained to establish a Latin princedom in Euphratesia, His 
first capital was Tell-bashir (October 1097). Afterwards, when he became 
ruler of Edessa (spring of 1098), he made that city his capital. His 
forces in themselves were not at first large, but the friendship of the 
Armenian princes secured his position. After the fall of Antioch, Godfrey 
came to his assistance, and from that time he was quite able to maintain 
himself. Undoubtedly, if the Latins had continued to co-operate with the 
Armenians, this northern state would have been a much more effective 
bulwark of their power than it ultimately proved to be. 

No doubt Baldwin’s settlement in Edessa was made with the consent 
and approval of the Latin leaders. It was in some measure due to him, 
since he had recently resigned to Tanered his claim on Cilicia. As the 
crusaders arrived in the districts where the first permanent conquests 
were attempted, it became perfectly clear that each leader fought not merely 
for the common cause but also for a share in the territory that was being 

1 Oman’s representation that Godfrey and the others were six or seven miles 
distant from the Normans and that Bohemond fought alone for live hours {Art of 

War, 1st ed. p. 275 [2nd ed. i, p. 277]), seems to lack foundation. The distance between 
the divisions was two miles according to Raymond, who is confirmed by Albert’s state- 
ment (ii, 36) that the intention was that the divisions should march one mile apart. 
The Gesta Francomm makes the battle last from the third hour to the ninth, and 
Fulcher says that the enemy w'ere routed at the sixth hour. This seems to indicate 

that the six miles pursuit (Albert, n, 42) lasted about three hours. Fulcher is vague 
regarding the time of the commencement of the battle, for which he names both 
the second hour and the first. 
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Inter-national rivalries 


conquered. In the smaller undertakings each national army made its own 
conquests and of course claimed to retain what it thus won. The events 
in Cilicia are narrated at full length by the sources, and may be taken as 
the best available illustration of what has just been said. The occupation 
of this province was probably part of a general scheme suggested by 
Armenians who accompanied the crusaders from Nicaea, and it may have 
been included in the plans of the leaders from the time they left that 
city. But since Baldwin and Tancred were rivals in their operations in 
that province from the first, it is not hazardous to conclude that one at 
least was deputed to protect national interests against the action of the 
other 1 . Tancred left the main army at Heraclea and made directly for 
Tarsus, which he hoped to gain with the help of Armenian friends. He 
had encamped beside the town and was negotiating its surrender, with 
every prospect of success, when Baldwin came on the scene with much 
larger forces 2 3 * . It is uncertain whether Baldwin had left the main army 
at Heraclea, or had separated from it much earlier than Tancred and had 
reached Tarsus by a different road. The result of his arrival was that the 
Turkish garrison deserted the town and the inhabitants prepared to sur- 
render formally to Tancred. Baldwin, in virtue of his superior strength, 
required them, however, to surrender to him, and Tancred retired in anger 
without fighting. At Adana he found the Turks already driven out and 
an Armenian governor installed 8 , from whom he received a welcome. 
Mamistra, the next town on the way, was occupied without difficulty, for 
the garrison fled almost as soon as Tancred approached the citv. Mean- 
time Baldwin was joined at Tarsus bv a fleet of Flemings and Frisians, 
which had been cruising for some years in the Mediterranean and was 
commanded by a certain Winemar of Boulogne. Having left a garrison 
in Tarsus, Baldwin marched on to Mamistra, where he encamped outside 
the walls. Either party may have been the aggressor in the fighting which 
followed. But Baldwin had now designs further east, so that peace was 
quickly re-established andTantTed was left in possession. Before the Norman 
leader left Cilicia, he had established a claim to possession which Bohemond 
and he, as princes of Antioch, afterwards strenuously maintained against 
the armies of the Empire,' Meantime most of the population favoured 
the Latins, and the small Turkish garrisons were cowed by the numbers 

1 If both left the army at Heraclea they may have been declared rivals from the 
first, or Tancred may possibly have tried to outstrip Baldwin and thus have provoked 
the final conflict. On the other hand, if Baldwin left the main army considerably 
earlier on the march from Nicaea, then Tancred must have entered Cilicia with the 
purpose of securing the province for the Normans with the knowledge that he would 
probably have to compete with Baldwin for its possession. Both Baldwin and Tancred 
were advised by Armenian friends. 

a The (Junta Tancredi estimates Tancred’s force at 100 knights '{lariats) and 2(H) 
bowmen (ch. xxxrn), Baldwin’s at 500 horsemen and 2000 foot soldiers (eh. xxxvn). 

3 Ralph of Caen. Albert makes the governor Welf, a Burgundian, who had also 

separated himself from the main army. 
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of their opponents. Only a fortnight or three weeks were required to 
subdue the principal towns of the province. Three or four weeks more 
were spent in the neighbourhood of Antioch, subduing castles there. 
Iskanderun (Alexandretta) was one of Tancred’s acquisitions and probably 
became his headquarters. It is significant that Raymond of Toulouse and 
Robert of Flanders also sent on a part of their forces to make conquests 
in Northern Syria before the main body of the army arrived. Each leader 
was thus fighting for his own hand and anxious not to be outdone by his 
rivals. The result was that before the siege of Antioch began the Latins 
had gained a secure footing in Syria and Euphratesia. These preliminary 
conquests, and especially the establishment of friendly relations with the 
native Christian population, were the essential conditions of further success. 

It was perfectly evident soon after the main army reached Antioch 
(21 October 1097) that the crusaders were not able to press the siege of 
such a strongly fortified city. Lack of siege engines and the moderate 
number of efficient fighting men in the army may have been contributory 
causes. No attempt was made to undermine the walls or to take the town 
by storm. For four or five months the city could not even be said to be 
strictly invested. The Latins were encamped together, with the exception 
of one small party under Tancred, just on the side where they had reached 
the town. The besieged still had almost complete liberty of exit, especi- 
ally by the river gate on the north side. The fighting was only a series 
of skirmishes on the plains to the north of the Orontes, and on the roads 
eastward to Harim and westward to St Simeon. Although the Turkish 
garrison was not more than 5000 strong, and the auxiliary troops cannot 
have been numerous 1 , the Latin army was evidently not the overwhelming 
force dreamed of by poets and imaginative historians. Still the chief 
cause of the weakness of the Latin army was its deficiency in supplies. 
In December 1097 and in the earlier months of 1098 the number of 
horses, so vital to the strength of the army, was reduced to a dangerously 
low figure 2 . The privations of the crusaders themselves would have been 
intolerable but for the assistance of their Armenian and other native 
Christian allies. As many as could be spared from active service were dis- 
persed through the conquered towns and castles of Cilicia along the coast 
and the neighbouring country. It was not until fleets from England and 
other countries arrived in the spring that the strain of the situation was 

1 Stephen of Blois, Epist. (Ilagenmeyer, Epist. et Chart, p. 150): “ milites Turci 
plusquam v milia...exceptis...Arabibus, Turcopolitanis...aliisque gentibus diversis.” 
Raymond (M PL, p. 598): “duo millia optimi milites et quatuor vel quinque mil- 
lia militum gregariorum atque decern millia peditum et eo amplius.” This latter 
may be regarded as a genuine attempt at an estimate, but the 10,000 foot can only 
represent the whole male population of the city and that at its maximum. 

2 According to the Gesta, not more than 1000 war horses (cf. Albert, nr, GO) ; 
according to Anselm, Epist. (Hag. 157) only 700. The Provencals at this same time 
are said to have had no more than 100 horses (Raymond d’Agiles, MPL, p. 602 e). 
Compare also infra, p. 290, note. 
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Latin successes 


relieved. On the other hand, during the winter the Muslim garrison does 
not appear to have suffered much from lack of provisions. A large part 
of the non-combatant population, especially Armenian and Syrian Chris- 
tians, were dismissed at the beginning of the siege. In early spring the 
Muslims were still able to pasture their horses in relays outside the city. 
It was only from March or April that the besieged began to, suffer 
serious privation. Their numbers were then reduced not only by death 
but by desertion. Finally, it was the treachery of a discontented soldier 
which secured an entrance for the enemy (3 June 1098). 

The chief events of the siege were the battles which the crusaders 
fought with the relief armies of other Syrian emirs. YaghI Bassan, the 
Turkish governor of Antioch, had no reason to expect cordial assistance 
from his neighbours. They did not desert him altogether, but the ease 
with which they were repulsed is as much an indication of their lukewarm- 
ness as of the superiority of the Latin arms. In November, raiders who 
probably came from Harim, a strong castle on the way to Aleppo, were 
ambushed and severely defeated by Bohemond, Robert of Normandy, and 
Robert of Flanders. These same leaders were sent out in December to 
bring in supplies, and at Al-Barah they encountered and repulsed troops 
from Damascus and Hints which were on their way to relieve Antioch 
(81 December 1097). In the beginning of February 1098 the Latins 
learned that a Muslim army, consisting chiefly of troops from Aleppo, 
was close at hand. It was decided that they should be met a few miles away 
at a narrow point on the road by the full force of the Latin cavalry, 700 
strong 1 . The foot-soldiers and unmounted men were left to guard the camp. 
The Muslims were attacked where they could not employ their customary 
enveloping tactics, and their crowded rear increased the confusion rather 
than the strength of the ranks in front. The first charge of the crusaders 
was checked, but the onset of the reserve under Bohemond was irresistible. 
The Latin victory (9 February 1098) was specially welcome because it 
secured fresh supplies of provisions and of horses, and was followed im- 
mediately by the surrender of the strong castle of Harim. 

1 This number is given by Raymond d'Agiles, Anselm, Albert, and Cafaro, 
Possibly Raymond’s knights remained with him in the camp. On the other hand 
a small number of foot-soldiers inay have accompanied the horsemen (Anselm). 
As a contribution to the vexed question of the numbers of the crusaders and 
their opponents, it may he noted that Raymond in describing the other engage- 
ments of this paragraph estimates the Latin knights at 150 and 400 (a./. 800) 
respectively. In December the Latins, including infantry, are said to have n umbered 
2000 (Gestu) or 5000 men (Hint. Pereg., Bite. Hint, Cr. in, 187). Presumably foot- 
soldiers were employed in November also, although they are not mentioned by the 
sources. The almost exclusive reliance upon the knights in February was quite ex- 
ceptional. The Latins probably outnumbered their Opponents in November and 
December, although not in February. 8000 is a reasonable estimate of the strength 
of the Muslim army in February (Cafaro). The Muslim slain, whose heads were 
cut off as trophies, are reckoned at 100 (GWa) or 200 (Anselm, Albert). It is very 
unlikely that as many as 400 Muslims were slain in the fight in November (Anselm). 
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As already observed, the investment of Antioch by the crusaders was 
not complete until March or even April. The city lay at this time wholly 
on the south bank of the Orontes, with its northern wall 1 running roughly 
parallel to the river. The Latin camp was on the same side of the Orontes, 
round the north-east comer of the wall. In this position the crusaders 
blockaded three of the city gates, which opened here on the northern and 
eastern sides. They built a bridge of boats across the river to be a means 
of communication with the plain on the other side, in front of the city, 
and later a fort on the hill slopes beside them to protect their exposed 
flank on the south. Tancred remained separate from the main army in 
occupation of a monastery on the west side of the city, no doubt in order 
to maintain communication with the sea and the port of St Simeon, ten 
miles away. The gate in the centre of the north wall, where it approached 
the river most closely, was the principal gate of the city and opened on- 
to a bridge over the Orontes. By this the Muslim garrison issued out to 
intercept the provision trains, which began to come more frequently in 
spring from St Simeon to the Latin camp. In front of the bridge was a 
low mound with a mosque and a burying-ground upon it. In order to 
frustrate the sallies of the garrison, the crusaders at length determined to 
seize and fortify this post. On 1 March 2 Bohemond and Raymond rode 
with a strong escort to St Simeon in order to obtain workers and tools 
for the fortification of the mound, and with the intention of escorting a 
provision train on its way to the camp. A party of the garrison set an 
ambush for them as they marched back (5 March). The knights seem to 
have saved themselves at the expense of their companions, many of whom 
lost their lives. Meantime Godfrey and the other leaders in the camp 
had become aware of what was happening, and prepared to intercept the 
victorious Muslims. Bohemond and his horsemen joined the main army 
in time to share in this counter-attack. The garrison attempted to rein- 
force their comrades, but this only increased the magnitude of their 
disaster. Next day the work of fortifying the rising ground in front of 
the river gate was begun. The gravestones on the hill supplied welcome 
material to the builders. The graves themselves were desecrated, to the 
distress and indignation of the Muslim spectators 2 . After the fort was 

1 More exactly, the wall which faced N. W. Similarly, what is called the western 
wall faced rather S. W. 

2 This date is arrived at by reckoning four days back from the day of the return, 
which was 5 March according to Epist. Luca, (in Hagenmeyer, Epist. at Chart. 
p. 10b*). The interval of four days is given by Raymond d’Agiles. Hagenmeyer in 
his Chronologic makes the day of departure 5 March and the day of return (3 March. 

The narratives of Raymond and the Geftta here demand special scrutiny because 
they indicate how, in this case, the number of the Muslim slain was computed at 
1 500. Hie basis of the calculation seems to have been the number of bodies ex- 
humed from the burying ground (Raymond). But in spite of the definite assertion of 
the Gesta it is extremely improbable that those slain on 5 March bad already been 
buried in the cemetery, and certainly the bodies exhumed included more than these. 
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Surrender of Antioch 


completed it was occupied by Raymond’s troops. Early in April Tancred’s 
position was strengthened, and the only other important gate, that on the 
western side, was now completely blocked. The garrison was quite un- 
able to dislodge the crusaders from their new position, and provisions 
could no longer be brought into the beleaguered city. 

In May 1098 word reached the crusading chiefs that a great army 
under the command of Karbogha of Mosul, with the approval of the 
Caliph of Baghdad, was on its way to the relief of Antioch. The Latin 
position was now extremely perilous. Fortunately Bohemond was already 
in communication with an officer who commanded one of the western 
towers, and through him the Latins gained an easy entrance into the city 
on the night of 3 June. Although the citadel at the southern extremity 
of the town did not surrender, the crusaders were now protected by the 
walls of Antioch itself against the army of Karbogha. On 5 June the 
Muslim host encamped at the “Iron Bridge,” eight miles away, and that 
same day, or the day before, a party of their horsemen was seen from the 
walls of Antioch and skirmished with the Latins. From 8 June to 28 
June the crusaders were besieged in Antioch. Some of the nobles lost 
heart at once and deserted their comrades. The ships in the harbour of 
St Simeon began to set sail, crowded with fugitives. Had Karbogha’s 
army arrived four days sooner, it is not improbable ‘that the crusading 
movement would have been extinguished at the gates of Antioch. As it 
was, the Latins endured three weeks of continuous fighting and terrible 
privation. 

In these circumstances the crusaders took an unprecedented step. 
Neither on the march to Antioch nor during the siege had their opera- 
tions been controlled by one supreme commander. The current modem 
belief that Godfrey of Bouillon was the leader of the whole Crusade has 
no foundation in fact. But now it was decided that one chief should take 
command and the choice of the leaders fell on Bohemond 1 . Enthusiasm 

Reading between the lines it may be concluded : (a) that the Latins found on the 
hill some of the recently slain Turks, probably unburied (should Raymond’s in vtillo 
be in mile ?) ; (6) that some graves were opened during the digging of the ditch of 
the fort, and that this led to the deliberate desecration of other graves; («) that the 
cemetery had been used as a hmying-ground by the besieged throughout the siege; 
(d) that 1500 may have been an estimate of the total losses of the Muslims up to this 
time; (e) that if this number was based at all on the number of the bodies exhumed 
it included a very liberal allowance for those known to have been slain and not 
buried in the cemetery. 

1 The choice of the battle-ground and the plan of battle on 0 February : were 
probably due to Bohemond, and he may, therefore, have exercised the chief com- 
mand during that engagement also. But there was probably no formal appointment 
then such as there was now. Stephen of Blois in the winter of 1097 is known to 
have been appointed provisorem et gubernatorem by - the leaders in council. But he 
was never distinguished as a military leader; so that his office can hardly have been 
that of commander-in-chief. More probably he acted as an executive officer, and saw 
that certain decisions of the leaders were carried out. 
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had already been stirred by supernatural visions and by the finding of 
the Holy Lance (14 June), and thus encouraged the leaders had decided 
to put all to the hazard of a single battle. Bohemond’s part was to direct 
the preparations, to marshal the army, and to exercise the chief com- 
mand during the fight. His supreme authority was to remain intact for 
a fortnight beyond the day of battle. It is probably not accidental that 
the chosen day (28 June) was a Monday, the second octave of the finding 
of the Holy Lance. 

The hazardous operation of crossing the bridge into the plain north 
of the Orontes, where the Muslims lay, was accomplished without dan- 
gerous interference from the enemy. Karbogha’s army included the troops 
of the brothers Duqaq of Damascus and Bid wan of Aleppo, who were 
deadly rivals, and Arab forces upon whom small reliance could be placed. 
When it was known that the Latins intended to march out from the city, 
there was hot debate regarding how they should be met. Those who 
wished that they should be attacked as they issued from the bridge were 
overruled, and some in consequence rode away almost before the fight 
began. The Latins took up their position in the plain, with their front 
to the east, in three divisions, stretching from the river to the hills. 
Bohemond with strong forces posted himself in the rear, facing westward. 
It is not clear that the Muslims had a well-arranged plan of battle. 
Evidently the Syrian, Mesopotamian, and Anatolian troops operated 
separately, and their chief attack was from the west and north-west, 
although their main strength faced the Latins on the east. The crusaders, 
therefore, were able to transfer reinforcements from the east front to the 
west, and to rout the enemy in the rear before they began their decisive 
movement forward 1 . Karbogha, who was posted on the right flank of the 
Muslim army, remained strangely inactive. When he saw that the attack 
from the west had failed, he drew back to his camp, set fire to his tents, 
and made off in hasty flight. The number of the Muslim slain does not 
seem to have been large. Yet the Latin victory was the turning-point 
in the history of the First Crusade and decisive of its ultimate success. 
The defenders of the citadel of Antioch now made overtures of surrender, 
and the Latins took possession in the beginning of the following week. 
It was determined in council that the march on Jerusalem should not be 
resumed until 1 November. 

The final disposal of Antioch after its capture was complicated by 
jealousies and rivalries and doubtful questions of interpretation. Certainly 

1 The distribution of the Latin forces is plainly given by Raymond, and the battle 
is most fully described by Albert. A large force under Qilij-Arslan threatened the 
Latin rear from the N. W. and was opposed by troops taken from the Lcatin left. A 
strong attack on Bohemond was made Later by the horsemen of Aleppo and Damascus, 
who seem to have crossed from the south side of the river. To repel them it was neces- 
sary to bring large reinforcements from the Latin centre and right wing, Oman's Art 
of War does not distinguish the two forces operating against the rear of the crusaders. 
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Bohemond, Prince of Antioch 


it had been assigned by treaty to Alexius, but only on condition that he 
brought in person a sufficient army to help the crusaders. What period 
might he claim for the fulfilment of this promise? In 1097 and 1098 the 
naval and military forces of the Empire were chiefly engaged in subduing 
Muslim towns in the west of Asia Minor 1 . But in June 1098 Alexius had 
already marched with a considerable army half way to Antioch, following 
the road traversed in the previous year by the crusaders themselves. Un- 
fortunately for all concerned, he listened at Fhilomelium to the alarmist 
stories of Stephen of Blois and the other fugitives from Antioch who met 
him there. They probably told him that the crusading host had been 
irretrievably defeated, and that a Turkish army was already marching 
against him. He turned back to protect his recent conquests in Asia 
Minor. Naturally this action was judged by most to be a surrender of 
the Latin cause. At the best Alexius was now in a position hard to 
retrieve. There are two accounts of the message which the crusaders 
sent him in July. Albert of Aix says that the envoys were instructed 
to tell the Emperor that he had been untrue to his promise, and thus 
had nullified liis treaty. This may have been the opinion of most of the 
Latin leaders, but, as their attitude in November shewed, they were not 
yet prepared completely to break off relations with the Emperor. The 
Gesta Francomm says that the envoys were told to invite Alexius to 
fulfil his promise and come to receive possession of Antioch. It may be 
that something of this kind was said, with qualifications, setting a limit 
to the delay which would be considered reasonable, and referring to the 
Emperor's recent retreat. Presumably the" envoys were empowered to 
adhere in substance to the original treaty, provided the Emperor agreed 
to carry out his engagements effectively and quickly. It is not known 
what reply Alexius sent to this communication. It may be that he felt 
the difficulty of his position so keenly that he sent no immediate reply. 
In the spring of 1099 he promised to join the crusaders with an army 
on St John’s day (24 June), if they would wait for him until then. 
Perhaps he was encouraged by the support of Raymond of Toulouse. 
But his proposal came too late. The Crusade was nearing a successful 
conclusion without the Emperor’s assistance. All the leaders except 
Raymond now held that the treaty had lapsed, and that the Emperor 
had not fulfilled his obligation. 

Bohemond, Prince of Antioch as he now became, profited most by the 
Emperor’s mistake. Before the capture of the city he had manoeuvred 
dexterously to establish his claim to it. Under pressure of KarbdghaV 
approach, the leaders had reluctantly assented to his proposal that the 
lordship of Antioch should fall to anyone who secured its capture or be- 
trayal. Before Bohemond made this proposal he had arranged for the 
betrayal of the town. Of course the rights of the Emperor were duly 
reserved, but after the defeat of Karbogha’s army Bohemond was practi- 

1 E.tj. Smyrna, Sardis, and the towns in the district of the Meander valley. 
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cally ruler of Antioch 1 . In November he urged that the Emperor’s claim 
had already lapsed. The other leaders would not yet make the declaration 
he desired, but Raymond was the only one to maintain that Alexius’ 
right was beyond dispute. Provencal troops held strong posts in Antioch 
until January 1099. Their ejection in that month marked Bohemond’s 
final triumph. 

The six months that followed Karbogha’s defeat were spent by the 
crusaders partly in recuperating their strength, partly in extending their 
conquests. Baldwin of Edessa gained especially by the help which he 
received at this time from Godfrey and other crusaders. Bohemond 
strengthened his position in Cilicia. Raymond, and no doubt other leaders 
also, sought to occupy the Muslim castles on the way to Aleppo and in 
the valley of the Orontes. Plague raged in Antioch and St Simeon for 
several months, so that few remained there of choice; its most distin- 
guished victim was Ademar, Bishop of Puy. The quarrel between 
Bohemond and Raymond regarding the lordship of Antioch further de- 
layed the march of the Crusade. At last Raymond in despair yielded to 
the clamour of his Provencals and started for Jerusalem, accompanied by 
Tancred and Robert of Normandy (13 January 1099). They marched 
slowly as far as ‘Arqah near Tripolis, to which they laid siege (14 Feb- 
ruary), and where they were joined by Godfrey and Robert of Flanders a 
month later. Here, on 8 April, the unfortunate finder of the Holy Lance, 
Peter Bartholomew, submitted himself to an ordeal by fire. When he 
died, after twelve days, the nature and cause of his injuries were a matter 
of dispute between the believers and the unbelievers. The siege of 6 Arc] ah 
was abandoned in the middle of May (13 May), and the remainder of the 
march to Jerusalem by the coast route was accomplished without any 
special incident. Ramlah, between Jaffa and Jerusalem, was occupied on 
3 June, and on the morning of 7 June the crusading army at length 
encamped outside the walls of the Holy City. 

The arrival of the crusaders at their destination obviously put fresh 
heart into the rank and file and fresh energy into the action of their 
leaders. Jerusalem was strongly fortified and well supplied with man- 
gonels, and its garrison of 1000 men fought bravely. Perhaps, indeed, 
the civilian population was ill-disposed to their Egyptian governor 
or was intimidated by the numbers and the reputation of the Latins, 
and so did not second the efforts of the garrison. At all events the siege 
was quickly brought to a successful issue. The first attempt to storm the 
city failed because the besiegers were not equipped with the necessary 
ladders and siege-engines (18 June). Two siege-towers, a huge battering- 
ram, and a quantity of mangonels were constructed before the next attack 
was made. Some Genoese ships which reached Jaffa on 17 June brought 

1 In July 1098 he granted by charter to the Genoese a church, a warehouse, 
and a number of dwelling-houses. In return they promised to defend the city against 
all comers, excepting Raymond of Toulouse, in whose case they were to stand neutral. 


CH. vxi. 



296 


Godfrey , Prince of Jerusalem 


a welcome supply of provisions and also workers skilled in the construction 
of siege material. The scarcity of water was the chief inconvenience from 
which the Latins suffered. A solemn procession round the town, when the 
preparations were nearly complete (8 July), raised general enthusiasm. The 
second assault was begun late on 13 July, was continued next day, and 
was finally successful on 15 July. Godfrey’s men were the first to storm 
the walls, with the help of a siege-tower at the north-east corner. Ray- 
mond on the south was less successful, but the great “tower of David,” 
in which the Egyptian commandant was stationed, surrendered to him. 
The celebration in the church of the Holy Sepulchre, where men wept 
together for joy and grief, and the merciless slaughter of the inhabitants, 
well express, in combination, the spirit of the Crusade. Raymond, 
however, at the cost of some opprobrium, escorted safely on the way 
to Ascalon those who had surrendered to him. 

A prince to rule Jerusalem and the south of Palestine had now to 
be chosen. On 22 July the crusading chiefs met for this purpose. Some 
of the clergy thought that a high dignitary of the Church should be the 
only ruler in Jerusalem, and Raymond favoured their view. Raymond 
himself was the first to be offered the princedom, but declined it because 
of his ecclesiastical sympathies. Finally, Godfrey of Bouillon, rather un- 
willingly, accepted the distinguished and difficult post, and thus became 
Defender of the Holy Sepulchre {Advocatus Sancti Sepulcri). He was 
always addressed as dux or princeps , never as king. But his successors 
were crowned as kings, and so he may be called the first ruler of the Latin 
kingdom of Jerusalem. 

The defeat of an Egyptian army near Ascalon on IS August may 
be reckoned as the last achievement of the First Crusade. Palestine 
was then governed in part by Turkish emirs and in part by representa- 
tives of the Egyptian Caliph 1 . Jerusalem and Ascalon were subject to 
the same Egyptian governor. The Muslim army, which the Latins now 
defeated, was probably levied to protect the Holy City when the final 
movement of the crusaders from ‘Arqah became known in Egypt. The 
Egyptians seem to have put forward their full strength, and so may 
possibly have mustered an army of 20,000 men. Godfrey’s troops may 
be reckoned at half that number 2 . By taking the initiative lie probably 
forced the Egyptians to an engagement before they were quite ready. 
The extension of the Latin line from the shore to the hills, in three 
divisions, neutralised the numerical superiority of their opponents. The 
left wing, which Godfrey commanded, was echeloned behind the other 
divisions as a reserve. An attempt of the Muslims to envelope the 

1 See mpra, Chap, vi, p. 264. 

2 Raymond’s estimate is not more than 1200 knights and 9000 foot-soldiers. An 
official letter of the crusaders (Hagenmeyer’s Epistulae, p. 172) gives not more 
than 5000 knights and 15,000 foot-soldiers against 500,000 Muslims ! Fulcher makes 
the numbers 20,000 Latins against 300,000 Muslims. 
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Latins from the side of the hills was frustrated. The decisive movement 
was the charge of the knights of the Latin centre, which completely 
broke the opposing line. The battle was over in less than an hour. The 
victors gained great spoil of provisions and animals, especially sheep and 
camels. But the prestige of the victory was of much greater value. It 
was several years before any considerable movement was again attempted 
by the Egyptians against the newly-established state. 

The statements of the best contemporary sources regarding the 
number of men bearing arms who joined the First Crusade 1 are quite 
irreconcilable. These discrepancies and the estimates of Muslim armies 
that the same sources give 2 , which are impossible, make it clear, as 
already explained, that all these general estimates are merely pictorial 
in character. Even the lowest of them, if that be 60,000, cannot be 
admitted to be approximately correct merely because it is the lowest. 
60,000 is a stereotyped expression used by writers of the period for a 
very large number. 

On the other hand, scattered through the sources there is a con- 
siderable amount of what may be accepted as approximately accurate 
information about the numbers of the crusaders engaged in particular 
fights or slain on particular occasions, and about the numbers of the 
knights and men who served individual leaders. From such details a 
reliable estimate of the military efficiency and numerical strength of the 
Crusade may be obtained, and the partial figures when taken in com- 
bination indicate a range within which the grand total probably lies. 
Raymond d’Agiles supplies more material of this kind than any other 
writer, and his general consistency is itself evidence of considerable 
value. He uses pictorial numbers occasionally, especially in reports of 
rhetorical speeches and in estimates of Muslim armies. But most of his 
figures harmonise with their context and present an appearance of 
tolerable exactness. His general narrative also is particularly clear and 
convincing and full of detail 3 . His account of the three battles fought 
during the siege of Antioch may be referred to in illustration of the 
moderate numerical estimates which are characteristic of him 4 . It must 
be remembered that he speaks only of the knights who fought in these 
battles, and also that the number of these able to take the field at the 
time was greatly reduced by the dearth of horses. Besides, as already 
explained, the total strength of the crusaders was never gathered at any 
one time in the camp at Antioch. Still, it is noteworthy that the 
knights in these engagements are numbered by hundreds and not by 
thousands. The scale thus provided is amply confirmed by what we are 

1 600,000 (Fulcher and Albert); 300,000 (Ekkeliard); 100,000 (Raymond d’Agiles). 

2 At Dorylaeum : 150,000 (Raymond) ; 260,000 {Epist. Anselmi) ; 360,000 (Gesta 
and Fulcher); in Karbogha s army : 100,000 (Cafaro) ; 200,000 (Albert). 

3 For a general estimate and criticism see Clemens Klein. 

4 See supra , p. 290, note. 
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bound to suppose were the numbers of the Muslims. An expedition 
from Aleppo or Damascus might number 500 horsemen or 1000 or 1500, 
very rarely more. These figures set a clear upper limit to the numbers 
of the Latins on the supposition that the Muslims were superior to them 
in number. 

Such being the character of Raymond’s history, great importance 
must attach to his making what may be regarded as a serious attempt 
to estimate the number of the crusading army during the siege of 
Jerusalem. Excluding non-combatants, his total is 12,000 of whom 1200 - 
1800 were knights 1 . Now this implies that the more important leaders 
had an average of something like 2000-8000 men including 200-800 
knights. This agrees with all the estimates of the forces of these 
leaders in which any confidence can be placed. Reference may be made 
to one of these. Albert of Aix’s narrative, in spite of its defects, con- 
tains a great deal of exact information, especially about Godfrey of 
Bouillon. Now Albert says that Godfrey commanded 2000 men during 
the battle against Karbogha. In this battle there were five or six leaders 
whose forces, on an average, would be equal to Godfrey’s. Thus the 
army of the crusaders at Antioch would be similar in size to Raymond’s 
estimate of that which besieged Jerusalem. In both cases the estimate 
is rather too high than too low. The numbers in Karbogha’s army 
supply a vague standard of comparison. If it numbered 12,000 it was 
a large army for the circumstances of the time. It is unlikely that the 
Latins were as numerous. Perhaps at this time the crusaders actually 
under arms in Syria, Cilicia, and Edessa numbered 12,000-15,000 men. 

In estimating the sum total of those who joined the Crusade, we 
have to add such as lost their lives or deserted the cause during the 
siege of Antioch and the march through Asia Minor. Non-combatant 
priests and women and various ineffectives have also to be allowed for. 
But this latter class cannot have been so great as to prejudice the 
military effectiveness of the Crusade. Perhaps it is not too great a 
venture to suggest that 25,000 or 80,000, all told, marched through 
Asia Minor to Antioch ; and it seems to the writer that this estimate is 
more likely to be above reality than below it. Of course many left their 
homes who never reached Constantinople, and those who accompanied 
Walter and Peter suffered heavy loss in Asia Minor before the arrival of 
the organised expeditions. Something has been said of their numbers 
already. But to attempt an estimate of all the men and women and 
even children (?) who left their homes in Western Europe for the Crusade 
would he merely to pile conjecture upon conjecture. Yet perhaps this 
may safely be said: that the number, if stated at all, should be in tens 
of thousands and not in hundreds of thousands. 

1 De nostris ad anna valentes, in quantum nos existimamus, numerum duodeehn 
millium non transcendebant sed kabebamus multos debiles atque pan pares. Et Grant 
in exereitu nostro mille ducenti vel trecenti milit.es, ut ego arhitror. non amplius. 
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As Peter the Hermit still plays an important part in the popular 
accounts of the origin of the First Crusade, some additional observations 
regarding him may be permitted in conclusion. His actual role as an 
early and successful preacher of the Crusade has already been indicated. 
His legendary history originated, we must suppose, amongst those who 
were stirred by his preaching, and who knew him as the originator of 
their crusade. Along with other legends it was elaborated in the popular 
songs of the period, the chansons de geste. From there it made a partial 
entrance into the narrative of Albert of Aix, and in a more developed 
form entered the history of William of Tyre. Through William of 
Tyre it has so fixed itself in modem literature that no historian of mere 
fact seems able to root it out. 

According to legend Peter stirred the Pope and all Western Europe 
to the First Crusade. The four writers who were present at the Council 
of Clermont report Pope Urban’s words in terms which are quite incon- 
sistent with this representation. Besides, the chief authorities for the 
history of the Crusade make it clear that Peter began his preaching 
after the council and in consequence of it. His journey as far as Con- 
stantinople has already been related. In the later stages of the Crusade 
he appears as a personage of some influence among the poorer classes, 
but not as one whom the leaders particularly respected. His volunteering, 
with a comrade, to take a message to Karbogha in July 1098, has no 
clear significance. Perhaps it was simply a reaction from his failure in 
the beginning of the year, when for a time he was a deserter. In March 
1099 the duty of distributing alms to the Provencal poor was entrusted 
to him. In August 1099 he was one of those who organised processions 
and services of intercession for the victory of the Latins before their 
battle with the Egyptians. Between Nicaea and Jerusalem he plays a 
recorded part five times in all. This minor figure is not even an 
appropriate symbol or representation of the mighty forces, religious, 
political, and economic, that created the First Crusade. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

THE KINGDOM OF JERUSALEM, 1099-1291. 

When, a week after the fall of Jerusalem, the crusaders met to choose 
a king for the new kingdom, one after another of the greater princes 
refused the proffer of a barren and laborious honour. Godfrey of 
Bouillon, upon whom the choice at last fell, had been foremost in the 
capture of the Holy City; but otherwise there was little in his early 
career in the West or as a leader of the Crusade to mark him out. His 
selection was indeed rather in the nature of a compromise, as that of 
one who was equally acceptable to French and Germans. Nevertheless, 
in the piety with which he refused the royal title and desired to be 
styled only Baron of the Holy Sepulchre, and in the high purpose 
which he shewed in his brief reign, there was much to justify the glamour 
which has gathered about his name. From the next generation onwards 
he was linked with Arthur and Charlemagne as one of the three Christian 
heroes who made up the number of the nine noblest. Romance has con- 
verted History to find in Godfrey the typical hero of the Crusade. 

Had Godfrey presumed to style himself King of Jerusalem his title 
would have been no more than an empty show, for as yet the crusaders 
held little but the Holy City and the places which they had captured 
on their way thither. Still, his' victory over the Egyptian invaders at 
Ascalon in the first months of his reign secured for the moment the 
southern frontier of the intended kingdom. This was followed by at 
least the show of submission from Acre and other cities of the coast, 
and immediately before his death, on 18 July 1100, Godfrey had secured 
the Christians in the possession of Jaffa, a necessary port for the Italian 
traders, upon whom the fighting Franks in Syria were always in great 
measure to depend. Thus early do we find the religious enthusiasm 
of the crusader interwoven with commercial enterprise. Godfrey’s en- 
deavours had, however, been hampered by the ambitions of other 
crusading nobles, and in particular of Raymond of Saint Gilles. Com- 
mercial rivalry and princely jealousies were to be the bane of the Frankish 
settlers in Palestine, and already they began to cast their shadow on the 
infant kingdom. 

Later historians and lawyers found in Godfrey the creator alike of 
the material kingdom and of its theoretical institutions. But the 
actual conquest of the land was the work of his first three successors, 
and it was only by a slow process that the institutions of the kingdom 
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grew to something like the theoretical perfection with which the jurists 
of the next age invested them. At its widest extent the kingdom of 
Jerusalem properly so called reached from Al- c ArIsh on the south to 
the Nahr- Ibrahim just beyond Beyrout on the north. For the most 
part its eastern boundary was formed by the valley of Jordan ; hut in 
the extreme north the small district of Banias lay beyond the river 
Litanl, and on the south an extensive territory on the east of the Dead 
Sea reached for a brief time to Elim on the Gulf of ‘Aqabah. The 
whole region of Frankish rule was, however, much greater. Immediately 
to the north the county of Tripolis formed a narrow strip along the 
coast as far as the Wadi Mahik, near the modern Bulunyas. Beyond it 
the principality of Antioch reached to the confines of Cilicia, and at 
one time even included the city of Tarsus ; on the east at its greatest 
extension its territory came within a few miles of Aleppo; it was the 
earliest and on the whole the most permanent conquest of the Franks, 
who held the city of Antioch for 170 years. Finally, in the extreme 
north-east was the county of Edessa, the capital of which was the 
modern Urfah ; the eastern limits of the county were never well defined, 
and here a small body of Frankish lords held rule for less than half a 
century over a mixed population of Armenians and Syrians. 

Edessa had been conquered by Godfrey’s brother Baldwin in 1097. 
When Baldwin was called to the throne of Jerusalem, he gave his county 
to his kinsman and namesake Baldwin du Bourg. Baldwin II in his 
turn succeeded to the kingdom in 1118, and gave Edessa to Joscelin of 
Courtenay, after whom his son Joscelin II maintained a precarious rule 
till 1144. But if the hold of the Franks on Edessa was precarious it was 
none the less important, for the county formed a strong outpost against 
the Muslims of Mesopotamia, and its loss meant a serious weakening of 
the defensive strength of the Frankish dominion. 

Antioch was secured as a principality by Bohemond at the time of 
its capture in 1097. In July 1100 Bohemond was taken prisoner by the 
Turks near Mar‘ash. After over two years’ captivity he was released early 
in 1103, only to suffer a disastrous defeat at Harran in the following 
year. He then crossed the sea to seek aid in the W est, and never returned 
to his principality. Bohemond’s nephew Tancred governed Antioch 
during his uncle’s captivity, and again for eight years from 1104 to 1112. 
He was one of the foremost of the early crusaders, and the virtual 
creator of his principality by constant warfare against the Greeks on 
the north and the Muslims on the south. Tancred’s successor was his 
nephew Roger Fitz-Richard, a less vigorous ruler, who was slain in battle 
with Il-GhazI near Atharib in 1119. The government of Antioch was 
then assumed by Baldwin II of Jerusalem during the minority of the son 
of Bohemond. When Bohemond II came from Italy in 1126, he married 
Baldwin’s second daughter Alice, but reigned only four years; after 
his death Antioch was again in the king’s hands till a husband was found 
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in 1136 for Bohemond’s daughter Constance in the person of Raymond 
of Poitou. 

Tripolis had been marked out as a county for Raymond of Saint Gilles; 
but when he died in 1103 only a beginning of conquest had been made. 
The city of Tripolis was not captured till 1109, when the county was 
secured to Raymond’s son Bertram. Three years later Bertram was 
succeeded by his son Pons, whose reign lasted five and twenty years. 

Some brief account of the three great fiefs has seemed needful before 
we could discuss the relation of their rulers to their nominal overlord at 
Jerusalem. In theory the Prince of Antioch, the Counts of Edessa and 
Tripolis, all owed fealty to the king at Jerusalem as their suzerain. 
The king on his part had to give them his aid and protection in case of 
need. Thus Baldwin I went to the aid of Baldwin of Edessa against the 
Turks in 1110, and Baldwin II was called in by Roger of Antioch when 
hard pressed by Il-Ghazl in 1119. Also it was the king who had to inter- 
vene in the disputes of his feudatories, as for instance between Bertram 
of Tripolis and Tancred in 1109, and again between Tailored and the 
Count of Edessa next year. The reality of the royal authority was shewn 
even more clearly when Baldwin II intervened in the affairs of Antioch 
after the death of Roger, and Fulk after the death of Bohemond II. 
But though Baldwin and Fulk both assumed for a time the government 
of the principality as part of their kingly duty, neither desired to find 
an opportunity for an extension of their personal power, and they were 
glad when the choice of a new prince relieved them of an onerous charge. 
Geographical conditions did not favour the concentration of power under 
a central authority. The long and narrow territory of the Franks was 
affected by a diversity of interests between the component parts, and 
this was shewn not only in the disputes of the great feudatories between 
themselves but also in their attitude to their suzerain. If it served their 
own advantage the Frankish princes were ready to seek Musuhnan aid 
against their Christian rivals, and even against the king himself. How- 
ever incontestable the king’s rights might be in theory, in practice his 
authority was under normal conditions limited. The Prince of Antioch 
and the Counts of Edessa and Tripolis were virtually sovereigns in their 
own states. 

In the kingdom of Jerusalem properly so called there were four greater 
baronies, the county of Jaffa and Ascalon (which in later times was an 
appanage of the royal house), the lordship of ICarak and Montreal, the 
principality of Galilee, and the lordship of Sidon. In addition there 
were a dozen lesser lords, some of whom, like the lords of Toron, were 
important enough to play a great part in the history of the kingdom. 
The royal domain, besides Jerusalem and its immediate neighbourhood, 
included the two great seaports of Tyre and Acre. 

The kingdom of Jerusalem, established in a conquered land at the 
time when the feudalism of Western Europe was at its greatest strength, 
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put into practice in their purest form the theoretical principles of the 
age. Though the monarchy, elective in its origin, soon became heredi- 
tary, the barons never entirely lost their right to a share in the choice of 
a new king. The king, though by virtue of his office chief in war and in 
peace, remained always under the restrictions which a fully organised 
feudal nobility had imposed on him from the start. As Balian of Sidon 
told Richard Filangieri, who was bailiff of the kingdom for Frederick II: 
“This land was not conquered by any lord but by an army of crusaders 
and pilgrims, who chose one to be lord of the kingdom, and afterwards 
by agreement made wise statutes and assises to be held and used in 
the kingdom for the safeguard of the lord and other men.” In the 
Assises of Jerusalem we have indeed the most perfect picture of the 
ideal feudal state, and they are themselves the most complete monument 
of feudal law. They do not, however, so much describe the kingdom of 
Jerusalem as it ever actually existed, as the theoretical ideal of the juris- 
consults of Cyprus by whom they were first drawn up in the thirteenth 
Century. John of Ibelin, one of the first of these lawyers, relates that 
Godfrey, in the early days of the kingdom, by the advice of the patriarchs, 
princes, and barons, appointed prudent men to make enquiry of the 
crusaders as to the usages which prevailed in the various countries of 
the West. Upon their report Godfrey adopted what seemed convenient 
to form the assises and usages whereby he and his men and his people, 
and all others going, coming, and dwelling in his kingdom, were to be 
governed and guarded. The Code thus drawn up was then deposited 
under seal in the church of the Holy Sepulchre, whence it received the 
name of Lettres du Sepulcre. The consultation of the Letters was hedged 
about by elaborate precautions, and the Code (if it ever existed) could 
not have been really operative. In any case it perished at the cap- 
ture of Jerusalem in 1187, and the tradition of its existence may well 
have been invented to give authority to the later Assises. It is certain, 
however, that during the twelfth century there had grown up a body of 
usages and customs, the collection and writing down of which in the 
next age formed the basis of the existing Assises. 

There is evidence in the Assises themselves that they were, in part at 
all events, an. adaptation of Western usages to the needs of a conquered 
land where an ever-present enemy made war almost the normal state. 
All who owed military service must come when summoned, ready with 
horse and arms to serve for a full year in any part of the kingdom. 
Such a provision differed essentially from the feudal customs of the West, 
but must have been necessary in the East from the earliest times. From 
the Assises we learn that the king, whose legal title was Rex Latinorum 
in Hieruscdem , had under him great officers, Seneschal, Marshal, Cham- 
berlain, Chancellor, and others. For the administration of justice there 
was the High Court at Jerusalem, which was originally intended to have 
jurisdiction over the great lords, but gradually became in effect the 
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king’s Council of State dealing with all political affairs; its powers were 
extended over the lesser lords of the kingdom proper by Amaury I. The 
seignorial courts in other places were governed by the customs of the 
High Court at Jerusalem. In Jerusalem and all towns where the Frankish 
settlers were sufficiently numerous there were Courts of the Burgesses, 
presided over by the viscounts, who were sometimes hereditary officers 
and, like the sheriffs of Norman England, combined financial and judicial 
functions. The Assise of the Burgesses appears to date from the reign of 
Amaury I. Other courts were those of the Fonde for commercial matters, 
of the Chaine for maritime affairs in the ports, and the courts of the Reis 
for the native Syrians. The whole organisation was perhaps more elabo- 
rate and complete than anything of the kind that then existed in the 
West. 

The Assises of Jerusalem do not survive in the actual shape given to 
them by John of Ibelin and his contemporary Philip of Novara in the 
middle of the thirteenth century ; for, since they served for the kingdom 
of Cyprus, they were from time to time revised during the next three 
hundred years. Yet in the Assises de la Haute Cour we can trace the 
most ancient and pure expression of French feudalism, and in the 
Assises de la Cour des Bourgeois we have a faithful picture of life in the 
Latin kingdom. The principality of Antioch and county of Tripolis 
had each their own Assises. The short-lived county of Edessa had also, 
no doubt, its own body of customary law, though it is not unnatural that 
no trace of it has survived. 

The kingdom of Jerusalem was fortunate in its early rulers, who 
were all men with the qualities needed in a youthful state which had to 
fight for its very existence. Baldwin X (1100-1118) was named by his 
brother Godfrey as his successor and was confirmed as king by the choice 
of the barons, in spite of some opposition from l)ai mbert the Patriarch, 
who asserted the superior claims of the ecclesiastical authority. Baldwin 
had little of the religious character with which tradition has invested his 
brother, though William of Tyre described him as looking in his ehlamys 
more like a bishop than a layman. He was a typical kniglit-errant, eager 
for adventure, valiant but rash. Nevertheless, though hampered always 
by lack of money and men, and not always successful in war, he did much 
to consolidate his kingdom. On the coast, aided by the Genoese and 
Venetians, he reduced the important ports of Arsuf, Caesarea, Acre, 
Sidon, and Beyrout; on the east he carried his arms beyond Jordan, 
where in 1116 he built the strong fortress of Montreal. Beyond the 
limits of the kingdom proper he helped Bertram to win Tripolis in 1109 , 
and gave his aid to Baldwin of Edessa and Tailored of Antioch in their 
warfare with the Muslim. 

Baldwin II (1118-1131) was his predecessor’s nephew, and came to the 
throne after nearly twenty years’ experience of Eastern warfare. His 
first years were occupied with the defence of Antioch and Edessa, and in 
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1123 lie had the misfortune to he taken prisoner by the Turks. When 
after a year’s captivity at Kharput he purchased his release, he renewed 
his warfare and in 1125 inflicted a severe defeat on the Emir of Mosul. 
But the greatest conquest of his reign was the capture of Tyre in 1124, 
which was accomplished by Eustace Grener, then guardian of the kingdom, 
with the aid of a Venetian fleet. Baldwin II had married one daughter 
to the youthful Bohemond of Antioch; for his elder daughter Melisend 
he found, with the consent of the lords of his kingdom, a husband in 
Fulk V of Anjou. Fulk had been Count of Anjou since 1109; thus he 
was a tried ruler; he was also no stranger to the Holy Land, where he 
had spent a year as a pilgrim in 1120. An Angevin of the Angevins, in 
character not unlike his grandson Henry II of England, he was well fitted 
for his new task. Fulk came to Palestine in 1129 and, two years afterwards, 
on the death of his father-in-law, succeeded to the throne. A reign of 
thirteen years (1131-1144) was troubled by calls for the king’s interven- 
tion in the affairs of Tripolis, Antioch, and Edessa, by constant warfare 
with the Turks, by threatened encroachments of the Greek Emperor, 
and even by the turbulence of the barons of his own kingdom. Never- 
theless it was on the whole a time of progress, and the year of his death 
may be said to mark the greatest extension of Frankish power in Syria. 

Had the first crusaders and their immediate successors been dependent 
solely on their own efforts, it would be strange that they should have 
accomplished as much as they did. But we have seen how under Baldwin I 
and Baldwin II the work of conquest had been aided by Genoese and 
Venetian fleets. The establishment of the Franks in Palestine had opened 
a new field to the commercial enterprise of the Italian merchants, whose 
support was not less helpful to the prosperity of the new realm than the 
conflicting interests which they introduced were to prove baneful at a 
later time. Nor was it only the trader who was attracted Eastwards. The 
spirit of adventure or the zeal for religion brought a steady stream of 
reinforcements. “ God,” wrote Fulcher of Chartres, “has poured the West 
into the East; we have forgotten our native soil and become Easterners.” 
Those who stayed settled down to become a source of strength; others 
who had come but as soldier-pilgrims were sometimes a source of em- 
barrassment, eager to provoke the conflict which was the reason of their 
coming, reluctant to accept the advice and authority of the lords of the 
land. Nevertheless it was due to the zeal of these religious adventurers 
that the great Military Orders, which were to become the mainstay of 
the Christians in the East, were established. 

There had been a Hospital of St John at Jerusalem for the aid of 
sick and poor pilgrims since the early years of the eleventh century. 
Gerard, who was its Master at the time of the First Crusade, was called 
the devoted servant of the poor; but it was not until after his death that 
the Order became a military body. The idea of a body of knights sworn 
to the service of the Cross was first conceived by Hugh de Payen, who in 
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the reign of Baldwin I joined with eight other knights in the task of 
protecting pilgrims on the road to Jerusalem. They were already under 
the triple vows of chastity, obedience, and poverty, lilce regular canons, 
but it was only when Baldwin II in the first year of his reign gave them 
a dwelling near the Temple of Solomon that they came to be known as 
the Knights of the Temple. A little later under Raymond du Puy a 
similar organisation was adopted for the Hospital of St John. The two 
Orders thus established grew rapidly in wealth and power, and acquired 
great possessions in Palestine and the West. Already in the reign of 
Fulk they had begun to be an important element in the military strength 
of the kingdom, and a generation later the Hospitallers furnished 
Amaury I with five hundred knights for his Egyptian campaign, and 
William of Tyre says that in his time the Templars numbered three 
hundred knights. Wealth and power brought abuses in their train. Even 
in the twelfth century the pretensions of the two Orders began to be 
troublesome, and the Templars in particular won an evil name for avarice 
and arrogance. At a later date the rivalry of the two great Orders became 
a serious danger. But in their prime they were an efficient military or- 
ganisation, whilst the wealth, which enabled them to maintain a steady 
flow of reinforcements from the West, gave them always an advantage 
over the native lords of the land. The minor Orders, like the Teutonic 
Knights, the Knights of St Thomas of Acre, and the Knights of the 
Holy Ghost, did not grow up till much later. 

The success of the early crusaders was, however, due more to the 
division of their enemies than to their own valour. It was during the 
confusion and civil war that followed on the death of the great Seljuq 
Sultan Malik Shah in 1092, that the First Crusade was launched. No 
moment could have been more auspicious, and a generation was to pass 
before the Muslim power was again to be gathered in a single hand. 
Nevertheless the Frankish conquest was far from complete. Even within 
the limits of the actual kingdom and its subordinate principalities it was 
little more than the armed occupation of a land where the old inhabitants 
still formed the bulk of the population, at all events in the rural districts. 
Nor was the occupation, such as it was, ever carried far enough to make 
the conquest secure; Damascus, Emesa (Ijjims), IHamfih, and Aleppo 
were still under the rule of Muslim princes, and there was but a small 
part of the Christian territory that was beyond the reach of a sudden 
raid. So long, however, as these cities remained under separate rulers, 
the Franks also might carry their own raids far and wide, and the balance 
of success rested with them. The man who was to find a remedy by 
restoring unity amongst the Musuhnans was ‘Imad-ad-Dln Zangi, who 
became Atabeg of Mosul in 1127. 

Zangfs first aim was to establish his rule in Muslim Syria, and within 
three years he made himself master of Hamah and Aleppo, He was 
more intent upon the consolidation of Musulman power than on active 
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conquest from the Franks, and though in 1135-6 he made a successful 
campaign against Antioch, the conquest of Edessa, which he achieved 
near the close of his career, does not appear to have been an essential aim 
of his policy. Joscelin of Edessa had been a restless fighter, whose name 
was a terror in all Musulman lands. So long as he lived, Edessa was 
a strong outpost of the Christians in the most dangerous quarter. His 
death in 1131 coincided with the rise of Zangl. His son Joscelin II, 
though a valiant soldier when he chose, preferred a life of ease to the 
hardship of frontier warfare. So he left Edessa to the care of un warlike 
Armenians and ill -paid mercenaries, and withdrew to the luxurious comfort 
of his Syrian lordship at Tell-Bashir. For a time Zangl was busy with 
the attempted conquest of Damascus, which Muln-ad-Dln Anar, its ruler, 
defeated by making common cause with the Franks. When, however, Zangl 
turned his attention northwards, Edessa fell an easy prey (25 December 
1144). To the Muslims it was “the conquest of conquests,” and the 
first step to the destruction of the Franks. Zangl did not long survive 
his victory; for within two years he was murdered by some of his own 
Mamluks. The work which he had begun was continued by his son Nur- 
ad-Din, who in 1150 captured Tell-Bashir and in 1154 by the conquest of 
Damascus brought all the Musulman cities of Syria under a single ruler. 

In Western Europe the fall of Edessa was recognised as a disaster 
which threatened the very existence of the Frankish conquest. St Bernard 
of Clairvaux came forward as the apostle of the Second Crusade, and at 
his bidding Conrad of Germany and Louis VI of France both took the 
Cross. Conrad and Louis started independently on their long journey by 
land in the spring of 1147. Both met with utter disaster in Asia Minor, 
and it was by sea that the remnant of their hosts reached Syria a year 
later. Louis went first to Antioch, where Raymond would fain have 
diverted him to a war against Nur-ad-Dln in the north, which was indeed 
the most dangerous quarter. Conrad had already reached Acre, and when 
the whole host was at length assembled it was resolved to make the capture 
of Damascus the object of the war. A siege was begun with good prospect 
of success. But between the Syrian Franks and their Western allies there 
were bitter jealousies of which the Saracen emir was quick to take ad- 
vantage. By specious argument and perhaps by bribes he worked on the 
Easterners so effectually that the enterprise was abandoned. Conrad 
presently went home in disgust, and though Louis stayed a little longer 
he could effect nothing. 

To Western Europe the fiasco of the Second Crusade was a keen 
humiliation. St Bernard found in it “an abyss so deep that I must call 
him blessed who is not scandalised thereby.” To the Syrian Franks the 
Crusade had brought no advantage; it had done little to check the growth 
of Muslim power, but had rather tended to throw Damascus into the 
arms of Nur-ad-Dln. Amongst the Christians themselves it had sown 
the seed of dissension which was to bear bitter fruit. 
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However, for some years to come Nur-ad-Dm was busy with the 
establishment of his authority in Muslim lands. Meantime the Franks, 
under the vigorous rule of Baldwin III (1144-1163) and Amaury I 
(1163-1174), were able to maintain at least the semblance of power. 
Baldwin III was a boy of thirteen at the time of his father’s death, and 
ruled conjointly with his mother till 1152. The first year of his sole reign 
was marked by the capture of Ascalon, which for fifty years had been an 
open sore in the side of the Franks towards Egypt. Four years later he 
attempted to recover Caesarea on the Orontes, which had been lately 
taken by N ur-ad-Dln. This enterprise, in which Baldwin was assisted by 
his brother-in-law Theodoric (Thierry) of Flanders, was likely to have 
proved successful. But Theodoric and Reginald of Chatillon, whom 
Constance of Antioch had taken for her second husband, both laid claim 
to the unconquered town ; their rivalry led to such hot dissension 
amongst the crusaders that they abandoned the siege altogether. Bald- 
win III was more than a mere soldier; he had a high repute for his 
familiarity with the customary law of his realm, and more than a little 
of that literary culture which seems to have been a common characteristic 
of the Frankish nobility. He had sought to strengthen his position by 
a marriage with the sister of Manuel Comnenus, the Emperor of Con- 
stantinople, but at his death in 1163 he left no children and was 
succeeded by his brother Amaury I. 

In Syria Nur-ad-Dln at Damascus and Amaury at Jerusalem now 
stood face to face as leaders of the rival races. It was becoming clear 
that the victory would rest with the one who could make himself master 
of Egypt. The Fatimite Caliphs at Cairo had sunk to be the puppets of 
their viziers. In January 1163 the vizier Shawar was expelled by a rival 
called Dirgham, and fled for aid to Nur-ad-Dln. Dirgham unwisely refused 
to pay the tribute which for some years past had been rendered by Egypt 
to the King of Jerusalem. Thereupon Amaury made war and defeated 
Dirgham in battle ; but, when the vizier flooded Egypt by breaking the 
dams of the Nile, he was forced to retire on some sort of composition, 
Nur-ad-Dln perceived his opportunity, and in 1164 sent Shawar back to 
Egypt with an army under Shlrkuh, the uncle of Saladin. Too late 
Dirgham sought a reconciliation with Amaury. Shawar, however, soon 
found his tutelage irksome, and in his turn called in the Frankish king. 
Amaury invaded Egypt in 1167, and was so far successful that a treaty 
was made under which the Saracens withdrew their army. Next year 
Amaury was persuaded against his own judgment to break the peace and 
again invade Egypt. As the king had foreseen, this act threw Shawar 
once more into the arms of Nur-ad-Dln, and the return of Slnrkuh forced 
the Franks to retire from before Cairo, Shlrkuh soon found an excuse to 
put Shawar to death, and became vizier in his place. After only three 
months he died and was succeeded by Saladin. A renewed attempt by 
Amaury, with the aid of the Emperor Manuel, to capture Damietta in 
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the autumn of 1169 ended in disaster. Thus was the conquest of Egypt 
for Nur-ad-Dln accomplished by the man who was destined to complete 
his work in Syria. 

Nur-ad-Dln and Amaury both died in the summer of 1174. The sons 
of both — Baldwin IV at Jerusalem, and Salih at Damascus — were mere 
boys. It was not long before Saladin displaced his master’s heir, and with 
Syria and Egypt in the hands of the same ruler the Franks were between 
the nether and the upper millstone. In Saladin the Muslims had ob- 
tained a great leader, whose single purpose was the recovery of Jerusalem. 
But amongst the Christians there w r as no one with enough authority to 
repress the mutual jealousies which spoiled all their endeavours. It was 
only after some dispute that Raymond III of Tripolis (1152-1187) was 
chosen to be guardian of the kingdom, and as long as he held the position 
he was hampered by the disputes of rival factions. The troubles of the 
reign were increased by the fact that Baldwin was a leper, whose disease 
before his death had crippled him altogether. Baldwin had two sisters: 
Sibylla, who was married in 1176 to William of Montferrat but lost her 
first husband within a year; and Isabella, who in 1183 became the wife 
of Henfrid IV of Toron. The prospect of the king’s early death made 
the marriages of Sibylla and Isabella the sport of political intrigue, in 
which the chief opposing parties were the lords of the land and the soldiers 
of fortune from the West. These disputes were to be the undoing of the 
kingdom. 

Baldwin IV in early manhood was able to take an active part in the 
war. A disastrous defeat in 1179 made the Franks welcome a two years’ 
truce. When it expired, they had a further brief respite whilst Saladin 
was busy beyond the Euphrates. Meantime another husband had been 
found for Sibylla in the person of Guy de Lusignan. Guy was a foreigner, 
and when in 1183 Baldwin made him his lieutenant the native lords refused 
to obey one whom they despised as a man “unknown and of little skill 
in war.” The jealousies were so bitter that an attempt was made to obtain 
another solution by crowning Sibylla’s little son by her first husband as 
Baldwin V. The native party then obtained the reappointment of Raymond 
as regent, whilst Guy withdrew in dudgeon to his county of Ascalon. 
Guy was supported by the aliens or Western adventurers like Reginald 
of Chatillon (now lord of Karak), and by the Knights of the Temple and 
the Hospital. With them the one idea of policy was war, but the native 
lords, who had more at stake and had acquired the habits and ideas of the 
East, were not unwilling to make terms with their Muslim neighbours. 
When Baldwin IV died in 1185, Raymond as regent at once concluded a 
four years’ truce with Saladin. But the death of the child-king Baldwin V 
next year gave his opponents their opportunity. 

Gerard de Rideford, a French knight who had recently become Master 
of the Temple, had a personal feud with Raymond of Tripolis. He now 
conspired successfully to secure the crown for Sibylla and her husband. 
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The opposite party made an attempt to put forward Henfrid of Toron 
as a rival candidate. But Henfrid was unwilling, and the majority of the 
Frankish lords then accepted Guy as king. Raymond, however, withdrew 
to Tripolis, whilst others held aloof, and it was with difficulty that the 
outbreak of civil war was prevented. Raymond is alleged to have intrigued 
with Saladin. It is more certain that Reginald of Chatillon provoked war 
by a flagrant breach of the truce. On 1 May 1187 a Saracen force crossed 
the Jordan, and taking the Christians by surprise inflicted a disastrous 
defeat on the Templars and Hospitallers at Nazareth. For a moment all 
feuds were hushed and Raymond gave Guy his whole support. Under the 
influence of Gerard de Rideford, Guy nevertheless rejected the cautious 
advice of Count Raymond, and on 4s July was compelled to give battle at 
Hittm on unfavourable terms. That day saw the virtual destruction of 
the kingdom of Jerusalem. Guy, with many other of the leaders, was 
taken prisoner. Raymond escaped from the battle only to die of despair 
a few days later. Of the chief lords there was none alive and free save 
Balian of Ibelin. One after another the towns and fortresses of the kingdom 
fell into the hands of the Saracens. Jerusalem was taken by Saladin on 
8 October 1187, and within a few months Tyre was the only place of 
importance in the kingdom that remained in the hands of the Christians. 

The fall of Jerusalem stirred every heart in Western Europe, and 
provoked the Third Crusade. All the great princes in turn took the 
Cross, but the Emperor, Frederick Barbarossa, was the first to take the 
field in May 1189. Marching overland, the German host met with the 
usual difficulties and delays that attended that route. Frederick himself 
was accidentally drowned in Cilicia, and it was not till late in 1190 that 
the remainder of his army reached Syria. 

Guy de Lusignan had obtained his freedom in July 1188, and during 
the next few months gathered a little army at Antioch, with which in 
the spring of 1189 he marched south to Tyre. But Conrad of Montferrat 
(brother of Sibylla’s first husband), who held the city, would not admit 
him. Guy was, however, gradually reinforced by the arrival of knights 
and soldiers from the West, and in August felt himself strong enough to 
undertake the siege of Acre. The crusading army continued to grow in 
numbers, and secured some successes, but could not establish a complete 
investment. Presently they were themselves invested by a Saracen army, 
and though food grew scarce within the town the condition of the Christians 
in their camp was little better. This double siege had lasted eighteen 
months before Philip of France arrived, and it was not till 8 June 1191 
that Richard of England (who had tarried to conquer Cyprus) appeared. 
Acre was then on the point of falling, and on 18 July the Christians 
recovered the city, which had of late years almost supplanted Jerusalem 
as the royal residence, and was the most important port of Palestine. 

Quicker progress might have been made before Acre had it not been 
for the continued feuds of the crusading leaders. Sibylla had died, leaving 
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no children, at the end of 1190. Thereupon the nati ve party induced Isabella 
to consent to a divorce from Henfrid of Toron and to a marriage with 
Conrad of Montferrat. Guy on his part was naturally unwilling to resign 
the crown. He appealed to Richard of England, whilst Conrad obtained 
the support of Philip Augustus. Eventually, after the fall of Acre a 
compromise was effected, by which Guy retained the title for life, whilst 
the succession was secured to Conrad. It was a misfortune for the Christians 
that their two chief leaders should have taken opposite sides in this quarrel. 
It helped to revive the national rivalry of the French and English, at a 
time when the personal dissensions of Philip and Richard were already 
threatening to wreck the Crusade. “The two kings and peoples,"” wrote 
an English chronicler, “did less together than they would have done 
apart, and each set but light store by the other.” 

Richard was at his best as a crusader with his whole heart in the war. 
Philip remained the unscrupulous intriguer intent on his own gain. Soon 
after the fall of Acre the French king found an excuse to go home, though 
he left part of his followers behind under Hugh, Duke of Burgundy. 
Richard had now at all events the advantage that there was no one to 
dispute his place as the foremost leader of the Crusade. In August he 
marched south, inflicted a severe defeat on Saladin at Arsuf on 7 September, 
secured Jaffa, and at the end of the year advanced to within twelve miles 
of Jerusalem. But he was forced to fall back to the coast, where he busied 
himself with the restoration of Ascalon. The old feuds had broken out 
with new violence. Most of the French left the army and went back to 
Acre, where they found open discord between the supporters of Guy and 
Conrad. The Pisans were in arms for Guy, and the Genoese for Conrad. 
The French joined forces with the latter, and the English king was com- 
pelled to intervene. Richard consented reluctantly to acknowledge 
Conrad, whilst he consoled Guy with the gift of Cyprus. A month later, 
in April 1198, Conrad was murdered, and his party then chose Henry of 
Champagne as king and husband of the widowed Isabella. Henry of 
Champagne had the fortune to be Richard’s own nephew, and this choice 
restored at least the appearance of unity. In the summer the crusaders 
again advanced to Bait Nubah, twelve miles from Jerusalem. A bold dash 
might have recovered the Holy City, but cautious counsels prevailed. 
Other successes, however, followed, and Saladin began to incline to peace. 
Richard also was now anxious to return home, and, after a brilliant 
victory over the Saracens before Jaffa on 5 August, consented to a three 
years’ truce. 

Under the truce the Christians secured a narrow strip of coast from 
Ascalon to Acre with the right of access to the Holy City. Such a result 
was entirely out of proportion to the greatness of the effort put forward, 
or to the halo of glory with which romance has invested the Third 
Crusade. If we would seek the causes of this failure we should find them 
in the personal enmities of the great princes, the national rivalries of their 
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followers, and the mutual jealousies of the native lords. That the Third 
Crusade was not in fact and in history such a fiasco as the Second was 
due mainly to the personal greatness of the two chief actors : to Richard 
as the whole-hearted champion of the Cross, and to Saladin as the 
pre-eminently wise and just restorer of Muslim power. “Were each,” 
said Hubert Walter, “ endowed with the virtues of the other, the whole 
world could not furnish such a pair of princes.” The great Saladin died 
within a few months, in February 11 93, and Richard returned to a troubled 
kingdom and an early grave in the West. 

The loss of Jerusalem and the failure of the Third Crusade marked 
the end of the kingdom as an organised state. Here then we may stop 
to consider briefly the social life of the Franks in Syria. Outwardly, at 
all events, the Frankish nobles lived much the same life as their con- 
temporaries in the West, with like pursuits and like ideals. The great 
lords dwelt on their fiefs in their castles, the finest of which, like 
Iiarak, Sahyun, Krak des Chevaliers, and Markab (the two last belonged 
to the Hospitallers), were amongst the most splendid monuments of 
medieval military architecture. But in later days many of them had 
also their palaces in such towns as Antioch, Tripolis, and Acre. In the 
second generation most of the Franks had adopted the luxuries, manners, 
and even the dress of the East. The dwellers in the land established in 
the intervals of peace friendly relations with their Musulman neigh- 
bours, and this- association led not only to a change in habits but to 
a wider culture. This difference of mental attitude contributed almost 
as much as difference of interest to keep the native lords apart from the 
Western soldiers and adventurers who had no personal ties in the East. 
But the aristocracy of knights and nobles did not stand alone; there was 
a large class of burgesses, many of them the offspring of marriages with 
Syrian women and known as Pullani ; they, even more than their rulers, 
had adopted luxurious habits and, with the growth of commercial interests, 
had lost their zeal for the war. Amongst the knights there was a class of 
mere adventurers like Reginald of Chatillon, whose predatory instincts 
made them a bane to the older settlers. But a worse class were the men 
of lower rank who had gone on the Crusade to escape the consequences 
of their crimes and in the East reverted to their evil ways. During the 
whole period of the kingdom these wastrels were a constant source of 
danger. F ar otherwise were the foreign merchants, “ a folk very necessary 
to the Holy Land.” It has been remarked before how closely commerce 
and military enterprise were interwoven in Frankish Syria. The foreign 
trade was almost entirely in the hands of the Italians, and above all of 
the Genoese, Pisans, and Venetians. All of them had rendered good service 
in the early days of the kingdom, and all of them had been rewarded with 
privileges and their special quarters in the towns; hence they acquired a 
political influence which was to bear evil fruit. From the first there was 
much commercial rivalry between them, and from the Third Crusade 
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onwards, when the power of the nobles had become less and the impor- 
tance of the merchants greater, their dissensions were a potent factor in 
the final downfall of the kingdom. In these ill-assorted strata of separate 
classes there was little material for a unified nation, and it must not be 
forgotten that the great mass of the agricultural population still consisted 
of the ancient inhabitants. The fatal lack of unity was not the least of 
the causes which prevented the permanence of the Frank colonies. 

Of the ecclesiastical hierarchy nothing has yet been said. Under the 
two Patriarchs of Jerusalem and Antioch there were eight archbishops 
and sixteen bishops, with numerous abbeys and priories of the Latin rite. 
If there was more culture amongst the laymen in the East than amongst 
their kinsmen in the West, much of the work of actual administration 
rested in the East as in the W est on ecclesiastics. The Patriarch Daimbert, 
at the time of the election of Baldwin I, put forward pretensions of the 
loftiest character, which, if they could have been established in their 
entirety, would have made the kingdom a theocratic state. Except for 
a brief period under Baldwin II when Stephen of Chartres laid claim to 
Jaffa and Jerusalem, his successors were content to work in harmony with 
the king. Nevertheless the Latin Church with its privileged position and 
immunities, supported by the vast wealth which it possessed not only in 
Syria but in every country of the West, formed a power which was 
dangerous to the unity of the kingdom. Jacques de Vitry, who was Bishop 
of Acre in the thirteenth century, roundly charges the clergy of his time 
with greed and avarice. But, whatever the faults of some, there were 
great names amongst the churchmen of the East. William of Tyre, arch- 
bishop, chancellor, and historian, was pre-eminent ; whilst, amongst lesser 
names, an English writer must not omit his countryman, Ralph, Bishop 
of Bethlehem, who was chancellor under Baldwin III and Amaury. 

After the Third Crusade the kingdom of Jerusalem was little more 
than a shadow. For the most part it consisted of a narrow strip along 
the coast, and such strength as it retained rested upon the possession of 
the important ports from Jaffa to Beyrout, and above all of Acre. Further 
north the Christians still held a more substantial territory, though 
Bohemond III of Antioch, the son of Raymond and Constance, was hard 
pressed by the Christian princes of Armenia. The county of Tripolis 
gained strength from the presence within its borders of some of the 
greatest fortresses of the Military Orders. Raymond III, at his death in 
1187, left the county to his godson Raymond, son of Bohemond III. 
But after the death of Bohemond III in 1201 Raymond resigned Tripolis 
to his brother Bohemond IV, and henceforward the Princes of Antioch 
were also Counts of Tripolis. 

In the kingdom proper the native' lords would have been content to 
enjoy the small remnant of their former possessions, and it was against 
their will, when German crusaders came to Acre in 1197, that the war 
was renewed. In that same year Henry of Champagne died and his widow 
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married for her fourth husband Amaury de Lusignan, who had succeeded 
his brother Guy as King of Cyprus. The Lusignans ruled prosperously in 
Cyprus for over three centuries, and from this time the fortunes of the 
kingdom of Jerusalem were linked closely with the island. The reign of 
Amaury II witnessed some recovery of territory on the mainland, and 
more might have been accomplished had not the Fourth Crusade been 
diverted to the conquest of Constantinople, an ill-advised enterprise which 
did great injury to the Christian cause in the East. Amaury II died in 
1205, and his infant son Amaury III a year later. Then the kingdom of 
Jerusalem passed to Mary, Isabella’s daughter by Conrad of Montferrat. 
For Mary a husband was found in John de Brienne, a French knight, 
who came to Acre in 1210. John, though a man of modest rank, was a 
skilful soldier, whose incessant raids on Saracen territory did something to 
stay the waning fortunes of his kingdom. It was in answer to John’s appeal 
that Innocent III in 1216 proclaimed a new crusade. In the autumn of 
1217 a great host assembled at Acre. By the advice of King John it was 
determined to make an expedition to Egypt by sea, and accordingly in 
May 1218 the crusaders laid siege to Damietta. There they were joined 
by further reinforcements from the West, including the four English Earls 
of Chester, Arundel, Salisbury, and Winchester; Robert de Common, an 
English cardinal, also came as one of the Pope’s representatives, though 
he died within a few weeks of his arrival. The siege lasted over a year, 
and it was only on 5 November 1219 that the crusaders fought their way 
into the city. This success brought the Saracens almost to despair. They 
offered to surrender most of Palestine, if only Damietta were restored to 
them. But the crusaders refused, in the vain hope that the Emperor 
Frederick II would come to aid them in the conquest of all Egypt. After 
long delay, in the summer of 1221 an advance was made towards Cairo. 
Soon the crusaders found themselves in a perilous position, from which 
they were glad to purchase their release at the price of the surrender of 
Damietta. Well might Philip of France say that the men were daft who 
for the sake of a town had refused the proffer of a kingdom. 

John de Brienne had not been responsible for the folly which threw 
away the fruits of the victory he had planned. In 1222 he went to Europe, 
where in 1225 he found a husband for his daughter Yolande in the 
Emperor Frederick II. Frederick soon quarrelled with his father-in-law, 
and dispossessed him of his kingdom, which he claimed for him, self in right 
of his wife. He was already in the throes of his conflict with the Pope, 
but in 1228 lie paid a visit to the Holy Land, where by negotiations with 
the Sultan Kamil he obtained a partial surrender of Jerusalem, together 
with Bethlehem and Nazareth. His enemies the Templars found a new 
grudge against him, in that their great church at Jerusalem was left to 
the Muslims, and Pope Gregory denounced the treaty as a concession 
to Belial. Frederick’s brief Crusade added only to his own troubles, and 
it brought little good to his Eastern subjects. The Saracens soon broke 
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the treaty, and reoccupied Jerusalem. Frederick then sent Richard 
Filangieri to Palestine as his bailiff; Richard fell out with the native 
lords under John of Ibelin, who called in the King of Cyprus to their 
aid. After some years of strife, in 1286, when Yolande was dead, Queen 
Alice 1 of Cyprus, who was a daughter of Henry of Champagne, persuaded 
the native party to take her then husband, Ralph of Soissons, as bailiff. 

When the Emperor had received the crown of Jerusalem it must have 
appeared that the kingdom was assured of a powerful protector. But in 
the issue Frederick’s rule only embittered the old enmities, whilst his 
quarrel with the Papacy introduced a new cause of discord. The results 
might have been even more disastrous had it not been for the unsettled 
condition of the Musulman state. Saladin’s brother £ Adil (Saphadin) was 
succeeded in 1218 by his son Kamil, whose reign of twenty years was 
troubled by pressure from the Turks in the north and the Tartars ad- 
vancing from the east. At Kamil’s death in 1238 his sons fell to civil 
war, so that the moment was not unfavourable for the new Crusade which 
was launched next year. In this crusade none of the great princes took 
part. The chief leader was Theobald, King of Navarre. The French 
nobles, who were his principal followers, persisted in making a series of 
desultory raids, which ended in most of them being taken prisoners. 
Earl Richard of Cornwall, who came to Acre in the following year, was 
able through his great wealth to procure their release; but the quarrels 
of the Military Orders prevented any prospect of successful war, and the 
English earl soon went home. The Templars and Hospitallers continued 
to dispute as to the relative advantages of alliance with Damascus or 
Egypt, In the end the former prevailed, and in 1244, by a treaty with 
Isma‘11 of Damascus, the Franks secured the whole land west of Jordan. 
There was a brief period of rejoicing in Christendom that all the holy 
places had at last been recovered. Then Ayyub, the Sultan of Egypt, 
called to his aid the' predatory horde of the Khwarazmian Turks, who 
fell upon Jerusalem and massacred its inhabitants (23 August 1244). 
The Muslims of Hamah and Damascus united with the Franks to meet 
this common danger, but their joint army was utterly defeated by the 
Khwarazmians and Egyptians under the Mamluk emir, Baibars Bun- 
duqdari, at Gaza on 17 October 1244. This was the greatest disaster 
that had befallen the Franks since Hittln, and swept away nearly all that 
had been so painfully recovered in the last fifty years. 

The destruction of Jerusalem and the disaster of Gaza led directly 
to the first crusade of Louis IX. Frederick, who should have been the 
natural protector of his distant kingdom, was too deeply involved in his 
own troubles, and Louis was the only one of the great princes of the 
West who had both the will and the power to help. Though he took 
the Cross early in 1245, it was not till the end of 1248 that he reached 
Cyprus, where he spent six months. The ill-omened precedent of thirty 
1 Alice had married Hugh de Lusignan, King of Cyprus 1205-18. 
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years before was followed for the plan of campaign with remarkably 
similar results. Damietta fell on this occasion, almost without a blow. 
Then there followed a long delay in waiting for reinforcements, amongst 
whom there came a small body of English under William Longespee, 
Earl of Salisbury. When at the end of November 1249 the crusaders 
began their advance on Cairo, they soon found themselves entangled in 
the difficulties of the Egyptian Delta. A rash attack on Mansurah on 
8 February 1250 ended disastrously. The crusaders could not advance, 
and when, a few weeks later, sickness and lack of food compelled them to 
retreat, they found the way blocked by their enemies. In the end Louis 
and his army were obliged to surrender, and then to purchase their 
freedom at the price of Damietta and a huge ransom in money. Louis 
with the remnant of the crusaders reached Acre about the end of May. 
He spent nearly four years in the Holy Land, and, though not able to 
attempt any great enterprise, did something to strengthen the Franks 
by repairing the fortifications of the seaports, and especially of Jaffa, 
Caesarea, and Sidon. 

Frederick II had died in 1250. During his twenty-five years’ reign 
the royal power had been virtually in abeyance, or exercised by bailiffs 
whose authority was disputed by those whom they were supposed to rule. 
The conflict of interests, political, military, and commercial, amongst 
the Franks in Syria had thus, through the lack of control, free scope 
to develope. The native lords, strengthened by their association with 
the prosperous island kingdom of Cyprus, grew more impatient of an 
outside authority. The jealousies of the Military Orders, enormously 
increased in wealth and power and opposed to one another in policy, 
became more acute. The Italian merchants, on whose commerce the 
prosperity of the seaport towns, and therefore of the kingdom, depended, 
gained greater importance and added political disputes to their com- 
mercial rivalry. The dislike of the native lords for the rule of the 
Emperor’s bailiff* had led to bitter strife in 1236, and the rivalry of the 
two Military Orders went much deeper than the conflict of policies 
which had crippled the crusades of Theobald of Navarre and Richard 
of Cornwall. In 1249 there was actually open warfare for a month 
between the Pisans and Genoese at Acre. The greatest service which 
Louis IX rendered during his four years’ sojourn in Palestine was that 
the weight of his authority did something to check dispute. But on his 
departure the old feuds soon broke out once more. The trouble began 
with a quarrel between the Venetians and Genoese in 1256, in which all 
other parties were soon involved. Four years of civil war exhausted the 
Latin communities at a time when all should have been united to build 
up the falling state. 

The title of Frederick to the kingdom of Jerusalem passed ultimately 
to his grandson Conradin, at whose death in 1268 the line of Yolande 
came to an end. Up to that time the royal authority had been exercised 
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nominally by bailiffs. On Conradin’s death the succession was disputed 
between Hugh III of Cyprus and Mary of Antioch. Both claimed to 
represent Isabella, daughter of Amaury I, the former through Alice, 
daughter of Henry of Champagne, and the latter through Melisend, 
daughter of Amaury de Lusignan. The Hospitallers and the Genoese, 
who had supported Conradin, favoured Hugh, who was actually crowned 
King of Jerusalem at Tyre in 1269 and maintained some shew of 
authority till 1276, when he was forced by the opposition of the Templars 
to leave Acre. The jealousies of the Italian merchants of Genoa, Pisa, 
and Venice, and the rivalry of the two great Military Orders, thus again pre- 
vented any unity among the Franks at the time when it was most needed* 

In 1259 the Tartars had appeared in Syria and threatened Muslim 
and Christian alike. They were defeated next year by Qutuz, the Sultan 
of Egypt, who on his return home was murdered by his Mamluks. 
This double event really sealed the fate of the Franks in Palestine. Baibars 
Bunduqdarl, the victor of Gaza, who now became Sultan, was to prove 
the most relentless foe that the Christians had had to encounter since 
the death of Saladin. As soon as he had established his authority in 
Syria, he set himself to destroy the remnant of Frankish rule. In 1265 
Caesarea and Arsuf were taken, and other captures of less importance 
followed, till in 1268 first Jaffa and then Antioch fell into his hands. 

The fall of Antioch was the occasion for the last great Crusade under 
Louis IX of France and Edward of England. Louis turned aside to 
attack Tunis, where he died, whilst Edward, thus left to himself, only 
reached Acre in the spring of 1271. He came in the nick of time to 
save the city from a threatened attack, but, though during an eighteen 
months 1 stay he achieved a series of minor successes, his Crusade brought 
only a transient relief. Before he left Palestine Edward procured for 
the Christians a ten years 1 truce, which on its expiration was again 
renewed by the then Sultan, Qala’un, for a like period. The Franks 
made but an ill use of this breathing space, and their domestic feuds 
continued with all the former persistence. 

Qala’un was at first disposed to peace, but in 1285, provoked by an 
attack which the Hospitallers made on a caravan, besieged and captured 
their great fortress at Markab. In 1289, on a pretext that the treaty had 
expired, Qala’un appeared before Tripolis. After a month’s siege that 
great city, which was so rich and populous that four thousand weavers 
are said to have found employment in its factories, was taken and sacked 
with all the horrors of war. Those who escaped aboard ship took 
refuge at Acre, as many from other towns and places had done before. 
Thus, in the expressive words of an English chronicler: “There were 
gathered in Acre not as of old holy and devout men, but wantons and 
wastrels out of every country in Christendom who flowed into that 
sacred city as it were into a sink of pollution.” 

Though some minor places like Sidon still remained to the Franks, 
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Acre stood out as their chief stronghold, and it was clear that Acre 
must soon share the fortune of Tripolis, unless some great deliverance 
came to it from the West. There was, however, little practical enthusiasm 
for a new crusade. Pope Nicholas IV and most of the greater princes 
were more intent on schemes of aggrandisement nearer home, and though 
Edward of England had never lost his interest in the East he was too 
deeply engaged in his own affairs to take the Cross once more. The 
Pope, it is true, sent a force of 1600 mercenaries, for whom the republic 
of Venice provided shipping. But these mercenaries did more harm 
than good, and the most effectual assistance was perhaps that which 
Edward sent by his trusty knight, Sir Otto de Grandison, who, however, 
brought more money than men. 

In the tragedy of Acre all the main causes that had led to the 
downfall of the kingdom were brought, as it were, to a focus. In Acre 
during its last days, the legate of the Pope and the bailiffs of the Kings 
of England, France, and Cyprus, all exercised their authority in inde- 
pendence; whilst the lords of the land, the Military Orders, and the 
traders of the Italian towns had all their strong towers and quarters 
fortified, not against the common foe so much as in hostility to their 
Christian rivals. Thus within the walls of one city there were seventeen 
separate and distinct communities; “whence,” wrote Villani, “there 
sprang no small confusion.” 

Nevertheless the manifest peril of Acre after the fall of Tripolis 
restored for the moment some unity of purpose, and all joined in accepting 
the leadership of Henry of Cyprus, who was also titular King of 
Jerusalem. Henry made it his first care to conclude a two years’ truce. 
But the old feuds soon broke out again, and when the papal mercenaries 
arrived they fell through lack of discipline to plundering the Saracen 
villages. Provoked by this breach of the truce, Qala’un’s son Khalil, 
who had but lately succeeded as Sultan, took the field early in 1291. 
Had there been any unity of command in Acre it is just possible 
that the city might have been saved. But from the first the defence was 
hampered by the bitterness of the ancient jealousies. The rival parties 
each fought bravely enough in their own quarter, but would give no 
help to one another. So when, after a six weeks’ siege, the Saracens began 
their assault, many, like the King of Cyprus, sailed away in despair. For 
four terrible days those who remained fought stubbornly, though even 
in such a crisis the Knights of the Hospital and the Temple could not 
lay aside their mutual enmity. Acre was finally stormed and taken on 
18 May, though the Templars with Otto de Grandison held out for ten 
days longer in their castle by the waterside. Some of the Christians made 
good their escape by sea, but many were drowned in the attempt, and a 
far greater number perished by the sword or were carried into captivity 1 . 

1 See, for a full narrative, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society , 3rd Series, 
in, 134-150. 
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The fall of Acre was the death-knell of the Latin kingdom of 
Jerusalem. One after another, the remaining strongholds of the Franks 
were abandoned or surrendered, amongst the last to go being Sidon and 
Beyrout about the middle of July. Pope Nicholas IV, whose schemes 
for the conquest of Sicily had made him half-hearted whilst there was 
yet time, was stirred by such a disaster to make a vain effort to revive 
the crusading spirit. But the old enthusiasm lingered only in the 
visionary ideals of men like Philip de Mezieres, and it was a mockery 
of fate that for centuries to come the phantom title of King of Jeru- 
salem was claimed by princes whose predecessors had failed to defend 
its reality. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

THE EFFECTS OF THE CRUSADES UPON 
WESTERN EUROPE. 

That eastward adventure of united Christendom which we call the 
Crusades, the common endeavour of all Europe to recapture the home 
of its religion and to subdue the rival faith of Mahomet, has naturally 
exercised a strong fascination over the minds of later ages. With the 
rediscovery of the Middle Ages in the nineteenth century, with the 
realisation that, after all, what the rationalism of the eighteenth century 
had been inclined to regard as a period of static misery was in fact a 
time of steady and fruitful growth, the crusading movement began to 
be studied with renewed interest, and the marked development of Euro- 
pean civilisation during the two centuries from a.d. 1100 to 1300 was, 
on the principle of “post hoc, ergo propter hoc, 11 assigned to its influence. 
So Michelet and Heeren attribute to it all those changes in Western 
Europe which make its condition in 1300 so marked a contrast to that 
of two hundred years before. The rise of the French monarchy, the growth 
of towns all over Europe, the great increase in international trade, the 
development of the Universities, the decline of feudalism, the opening up 
of Asia, the thirteenth-century Renaissance in literature, philosophy, and 
art — all this was regarded as due to the stir and movement introduced 
by the Crusades into a sleeping Europe. If such a view' is too facile and 
enthusiastic, it is perhaps no less difficult to accept the more cynical 
estimate of the Crusades which would regard them as marauding ex- 
peditions disguised by a profession of piety, momentarily successful, 
but incapable, by their very nature, of leaving a permanent mark upon 
the West. 

The Crusades w'ere initiated by the Papacy, and from the moment of 
Urban IPs appeal to the Council of Clermont down to the fall of Acre- — 
and indeed for long after— they remained one of the first preoccupations 
of every Pope. Describing the policy of the Curia of so late a date as the 
middle of the fourteenth century, Viollet remarks that “Rome ne cessait 
guere, dans Pinteret general de la chretiente, d’entretenir de grands mats 
stenles projets de Croisade; e’est pour elle mi iinperissable honneur. 1 ’ 
And what was true of the French Papacy of Avignon was far more true 
of the Popes of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries at the height of 
their power. It were strange if this continuous direction for two hundred 
years of the armed forces of Europe in the campaign against the infidel 
should have left no mark upon the Papacy itself. 
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When Nicholas II, in 1059, issued the decree regulating the election 
of future Popes, the great effort of the Church to emancipate itself 
from the secularisation involved in its acceptance of a feudal constitu- 
tion began. The long struggle with the Empire, which opens between 
Hildebrand and Henry IV, and which continued relentlessly throughout 
the period of the Crusades, was an attempt — successful in the main — to 
organise the Church as a “societas perfecta,” to use a phrase of later 
controversy, independent of the secular power within its own sphere, and 
only dependent upon that power in so far as it needed the sword of 
material force to carry out the sentences of spiritual judgment. In all 
other respects the Divine Society was to be as superior to the secular as 
its very nature demanded. The attempt to attain this ideal, with all its 
tremendous implications, involved the Popes not only in continual war- 
fare with successive Emperors but also in decisive conflict with the Kings 
of England and France, and, in an increasing degree, it involved the secu- 
larisation of the Papacy itself. To be successful its occupants must be 
statesmen first and men of God second; to carry on war they must raise 
men and money, and resort to shifts of all kinds to do so; to seize every 
advantage, to shape policy to fit every change of circumstance, they must 
be prepared to use diplomatic dissimulation and, if necessary, to lie with 
hardihood. That this process of degradation, from the lofty heights of 
spiritual control to the lowest levels of political expediency, set in, is 
not difficult of proof; it suffices to compare Gregory VII with Innocent IV, 
or the enthusiastic response with which the call to the First Crusade was 
met, with the indifference and even hostility which greeted such appeals 
in the later thirteenth century. The wheel had gone full circle, and the 
attempt to free the members of the Church from secular control ended 
in a more subtle secularisation of its very heart— the Papacy itself. 

In that process the Crusades played an important part. They were 
one of the main sources of papal strength throughout the twelfth century, 
for they provided the Popes with the moral support of Europe, and 
placed the Papacy in a position of acknowledged leadership which was 
of the greatest value in the struggle with the secular powers. The literal 
mind of the Middle Ages found it more easy to understand the task of 
succouring the earthly Jerusalem by force of arms than that of gaining 
the heavenly Jerusalem by the practice of the Christian virtues, and in 
this case the natural man could at once find an outlet for his martial 
energies and also, by virtue of the indulgence attached to the Crusade, 
make certain of attaining the heavenly reward. Every motive of self- 
sacrifice or self-interest, every desire for glory or for gain, was appealed 
to by the call to the Crusade. The noble could hope to carve out a 
principality in the East; the merchant to make gain by transporting 
the crusading armies and supplying their necessities; the peasant to 
escape from the crushing burdens of his servile status. But foremost in 
the minds of all, at least in the early days, was the unselfish desire to 
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regain for Christ the city made sacred by His life and death, and, inspired 
by this common aim, men of every class and country of Europe flocked 
to take the Cross at the instigation of the one authority acknowledged 
by them all — Christ’s earthly Vicar. Here for the first time Christian 
Europe gave expression to a common mind and will, and it is of the 
highest significance that this mind and will had been formed and edu- 
cated by the Church and was now placed at the service of the Church’s 
head. 

There can be little doubt that this moral enthusiasm of Europe 
proved in the twelfth century an almost incalculable assistance to the 
Papacy in its struggle with the Empire. To this force of a united 
Christendom behind them the successors of that Gregory VII who died 
in exile owed much of the great advance which they were able to make 
in the century after his death. For the Crusades were a living parable 
of the doctrine of the superiority of the spiritual sword. They were 
organised by the Popes and directed by their legates, and, what was more, 
all those who took the Cross became by that act the subjects of the 
Papacy in a new and special sense. Their goods during their absence, 
themselves before they departed and until they returned with their 
vows fulfilled, were removed from secular and placed under ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction. The Kings of France or England, of Hungary or Naples, 
the very Emperors themselves were, as crusaders, at the orders of the 
Pope, and the value of the moral compulsion of public opinion upon 
which the Popes could rely in forcing reluctant monarchs to take the 
Cross is clearly evidenced by the example of Henry II in his extreme old 
age, or of Philip Augustus, or of Frederick II. It is difficult indeed, 
except by this explanation, to account for the amazing difference be- 
tween the position of the Papacy at the accession of Urban II, stagger- 
ing under the defeat of Gregory VII and the schism which followed, 
faced too with a Church as yet but half-hearted in support of the reform- 
ing policy, and the position of almost undisputed supremacy occupied by 
Innocent III. After making all allowances for the ability of Alexander III 
and the persistence with which the “Hildebrandine” policy was pursued, 
after taking into account all the circumstances which were favourable to 
Innocent Ill’s own assertion of his claims— the folly of John, the death 
of Henry VI, and the youth of Frederick II — there remains the fact that 
in an age when emotional religion was becoming steadily more powerful, 
the Pope, as leader of the conflict with the infidel, was enabled to com- 
mand to an unprecedented degree the devotion of the faithful. 

Yet, in the thirteenth century, much of this prestige arid much of this 
popular devotion were lost. It was not merely that the Holy Land li ttle 
by little fell into the hands of the Saracen and that the respect given to 
success was withdrawn when failure followed. The Papacy might have 
retained undiminished reverence had it failed, as St Louis failed, with 
clean hands and for no lack of high courage. But the very success which 
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had attended the crusading appeal proved too strong a temptation to the 
Popes, and the appeal to take the Cross not only ceased to attract but de- 
finitely alienated the faithful when it was used as a weapon in the struggle 
against the Hohenstaufen. The list of so-called crusades in the thirteenth 
century, not directed against the Saracen, makes sad reading. No good 
Christian, indeed, was likely to be shocked by an appeal to take the 
Cross against the infidels of Provence, though a full Holy Land in- 
dulgence for forty days’ service might seem almost too easily won when 
“the greater part of the faithful returned home after the forty days 
were over 11 ; but since the expedition of Prince Louis against the English 
king was announced as a crusade, since the papal feud with the Hohen- 
staufen, so obviously maintained to safeguard the Papal States from 
danger, was provided with religious sanctions, it is not improbable that 
Matthew Paris represents a genuine popular reaction, and not merely 
his own opinion, when he writes of the “crusade” of 1255: “When the 
faithful heard this, they marvelled that he should promise them reward 
for shedding the blood of Christian men that was in former time pro- 
mised for the shedding of infidel blood.” 

But, apart from the direct effect upon public opinion of this misuse of 
the Crusade for party ends, there emerged from the crusading movement 
two financial weapons of lasting importance to the papal armoury— the 
indulgence and the tithe. 

It would, indeed, be untrue to assert that indulgences originated in 
the Crusades, but there can be no doubt that the indulgence as a finan- 
cial expedient is a direct outcome of them. More than this, the practice 
had been instituted by Gregory VII of granting absolution from their 
sins to those who, in particular localities, fought on the Pope’s side in a 
holy cause 1 . Urban II applied this to the whole of Christendom by 
his assurance that “those who die there in true penitence will without 
doubt receive indulgence of their sins and the fruits of the reward 
hereafter.” The plenary indulgence to crusaders marks an epoch in the 
development of the system. 

It is not, however, till the end of the twelfth century and the begin- 
ning of the thirteenth that the indulgence began to be used as a source 
of revenue. In 1184 those who cannot themselves take the Cross are 
bidden to give alms to support the Crusade and, in return for these con- 
tributions and for a threefold repetition of the Paternoster, are promised 
a partial indulgence. In 1195 Celestine III writes to Hubert of Canter- 
bury as his English legate that “those who send of their goods in aid of 
the Holy Land shall receive pardon of their sins from their bishop on 
the terms that he shall prescribe.” In 1215 the Fourth Lateran Council 
goes a step farther and promises a plenary indulgence to those who shall 
contribute to the crusading funds in proportion to their means. With 
that step the downward path was begun, and in the thirteenth century 
1 Gregorii VII Reg. n, 54, vii, 12 a ad fin., vm, 6. 


OH. IX. 


21—2 



324 


Indulgences and clerical tithes 


the process of degeneration went steadily on. The demand for exemp- 
tions from actual service — at first the pretext for a monetary transaction- 
ceased to be more than a form, and the oratory of the mendicants stirred 
the ignorant to buy what they at least thought to be a certificate of 
admittance to Paradise. The Pardoner became a characteristic figure of 
medieval life, and the abuse of indulgences, after rousing the protests of 
Wyclif and of Hus, increased steadily till it provoked the avenging 
wrath of Luther. 

If the Crusading Indulgence formed a lucrative and welcome addition 
to the papal revenues, the Clerical Tithe, another crusading device, 
proved even more profitable. Before the Crusades papal taxation in the 
strict sense did not exist. Ilomescot was a gift and not a tribute, and the 
Popes had not yet developed the system of annates and first-fruits which 
later provided them with a large part of their revenues. In 1146, how- 
ever, the necessities of the Second Crusade led Louis VII of France 
to impose a tax upon all clerics under his jurisdiction of a tithe of their 
moveables, and this innovation was taken over by Richard I and Philip 
Augustus in the “Saladin Tithe” of 1188. The secular princes had here 
taken the initiative, and the tithe may be regarded as of first-rate 
importance in the general history of taxation as almost the first recorded 
step in the substitution of national taxes based on property values for 
the ruder and less profitable feudal taxation. But, important as the 
tithe may be in the history of secular, it is still more important in the 
history of ecclesiastical taxation. The Popes could not afford to allow 
ecclesiastical property to become the basis of national revenues. A tithe 
for a crusade might soon become a tax for foreign aggression, and when 
Louis VII in 1163 repeated his fruitful experiment, the Council of Tours 
of that year forbade bishops to pay tithe under penalty of deposition. 
The position was further defined by the Third Lateran Council of 1179, 
which allowed tithes to be levied by princes, subject to the consent of 
the clergy; but Innocent III thought this concession too great, and de- 
sired to monopolise the new invention as far as clerical property was 
concerned. The Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 decreed, therefore, that 
bishops should never pay tithe without first applying to Rome for the 
Pope’s consent, whilst Innocent at the same time definitely adopted the 
system of tithe as a source of papal revenue by imposing a half-tithe on 
all the clergy of Christendom for the Crusade. From that year onwards 
the new weapon was constantly in use, and the list of tithes imposed 
during the thirteenth century is too long to reproduce. But that the 
Crusades provided first a reason and later an ever-ready excuse for the 
enormous extension in the thirteenth century of papal control over all 
ecclesiastical revenues is certain, and but for the Crusades the position 
adopted by Boniface VIII might never have been reached. “The Apostolic 
See has the absolute power of administering (the ecclesiastical property). 
It can dispose of it without the consent of anyone. It can exact, as it sees 
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fit, the hundredth, the tenth, or any other part of this property.’ 1 The 
absolutist theory of Hildebrand may have contained this doctrine im- 
plicitly; it was the needs of the Crusades which made possible its practical 
application. 

One further result of the crusading movement on the life of the 
Western Church was more obviously consonant with its Founder’s 
teaching than those already mentioned. Before the date at which our 
period closes— the fall of Acre — the most truly religious minds of the 
West had begun to turn from the propagation of the Kingdom of 
Heaven by force to the project of converting the heathen by persuasion, 
from militant Crusades to peaceful Missions. St Francis of Assisi, after 
two unsuccessful attempts, reached Egypt in 1219 and preached before 
the Sultan ; and his followers, as well as those of St Dominic, continued 
during the first half of the thirteenth century their attempts to convert 
the Muslim world. St Louis, for whom the Crusade in every form was 
the passion of his life, gave a new turn to missionary effort when in 
1252 he sent the Franciscan William of Rubruquis to the Great 
Khan in Central Asia, in the hope that the new Mongolian Empire, 
once converted to Christianity, might descend upon the rear of the 
Turks and render the recovery of Palestine easy of accomplishment. 
At his instance, too, Innocent IV formed in 1253 the first “ Missionary 
Society” since the conversion of the West — the “ Peregrinantes propter 
Christum ’’—who were, for the most part, Franciscans and Dominicans. 
But the foremost figure in the development of the policy of the peaceful 
“Crusade” of persuasion was Raymond Lull, who devoted his life to 
the organisation of missionary work, and found a martyr’s death in 
attempting to execute his projects. A Spaniard himself, the conversion 
of the Arab invader was his first eoncern, and in 1276 he persuaded the 
King of Majorca to found the College of the Holy Trinity of Miramar. 
Here Lull, who had learnt Arabic himself, trained the brothers for 
their work as true followers of Christ and His apostles, whose only 
weapons for conquest of the heathen had been “ love, prayers, and the 
outpouring of tears.” After ten years of this work of preparation, he 
began a career of incessant activity amongst the Tartars and Armenians 
of the East and the Muslims of North Africa, only interrupted by 
his efforts, constantly renewed, to persuade Popes and kings to engage 
their energies in missionary enterprise. To his efforts the decision of the 
Council of Vienne in 1311 to establish six schools of oriental languages 
in Europe must be attributed, and only his death by martyrdom, in 
1314, put an end to his strenuous attempts to persuade Western Europe 
that the way to recover the Holy Places was to convert the heathen into 
whose hands they had fallen. 

The missionary effort thus begun as a reaction from the methods of 
the Crusades, as well as a result of the interest in the East created by 
them, continued throughout the Middle Ages. In particular it was 


CH. IX. 



326 


Increase of geographical knowledge 


successful in Asia. Here Buddhism was an enemy less energetic and 
less directly hostile to Christianity than the faith of the Prophet. 
Political conditions, too, were favourable during the thirteenth and 
fourteenth centuries, and bishoprics were set up not only in Armenia, 
Persia, and the Kipchak in Western Asia, but right across China to the 
Pacific coast. The twenty -six years 1 journey of Orderic of Pordenone be- 
tween the years 1804 and 1330 shews that at that time there was Christian 
missionary work in active progress in Persia, India, China, and Tibet; 
and for a time, in the fourteenth century, it must have seemed possible 
that the dreams of Raymond Lull were about to be fulfilled, and that 
the West, having converted the Mongol Empire to the faith of Christ, 
would be able to recover the Holy Land by a concerted movement of 
West and East upon the centre of Christian devotion. But Asia was 
not yet to be converted. The slackening of the activities of the Western 
Church produced by the Babylonish Captivity and the Great Schism 
was felt in the failure to give adequate support to the eastern missions; 
in the latter half of the fourteenth century the constituent portions 
of the Mongol Empire were rapidly converted to Islam, and with the 
rise of Timur and his dreams of a reconstitution of the Caliphate the 
opportunity of converting Asia had definitely passed. 

But if ultimate failure descended upon the missionary side of 
crusading activity, as it had fallen earlier upon the Christian states set 
up and maintained by force of arms in Syria, the effort was not all lost. 
Both from the Crusades proper and from the missionary activity which 
resulted from and succeeded them the peoples of Europe learned much 
of the world which they had not known before. One of the first-fruits 
of the Crusades is to be seen in the numberless itineraries written by 
those who had taken part in them for the benefit of future crusaders or 
pilgrims. Such writings appeared, indeed, before the Crusades began, 
but their number very greatly increased afterwards and, as Dr Barker 
says, “ there were medieval Baedekers in abundance for the use of the 
annual flow of tourists who were carried every Easter by the vessels of 
the Italian towns or of the Orders to visit the Holy Land. 11 Naturally 
these “ Itineraria 11 are mainly concerned with Europe and Syria ; the 
different routes to and from the Holy Sepulchre are their obvious sub- 
ject, and in the latter half of the thirteenth century so intelligent a 
man as de Joinville could exhibit the grossest ignorance about the 
countries beyond the crusading area, could speak of the Nile as rising 
in the earthly paradise from which “ ginger, rhubarb, wood of aloes, and 
cinnamon 11 floated down the stream to enrich the happy fishermen who 
cast their nets in its upper waters. Of the route from India to Egypt, 
indeed of the existence of India, he plainly had no conception. Such a 
combination of knowledge and ignorance is characteristic of the Middle 
Ages, and it would be easy to exaggerate the number of those who 
shared the new knowledge of the world which was brought back to 
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the West by crusaders. For example, the traders of the Italian cities 
undoubtedly increased their knowledge of Mediterranean geography 
enormously during the crusading period, and examples of accurate and 
detailed charts for the use of their navigators can be found dating from 
the late thirteenth century at least. But that such knowledge was very 
far from being universally shared is shewn plainly enough by a monastic 
map like the famous Mappa Mundi of Hereford, to which the date 1280 
is assigned, and in which even Europe appears as an almost incompre- 
hensible maze. Further knowledge of the East was provided by the 
story in which William de Rubruquis narrated the adventures of his 
mission for the benefit of his royal patron St Louis. But it was not 
until the fourteenth century, when the book of Marco Polo began to be 
widely read, and when the Christian missions had spread throughout 
the vast Mongol Empire, that the conception of the vastness of Asia 
began to take hold upon the consciousness of the West. Moreover it is 
at least doubtful whether this new knowledge can be regarded as directly 
a fruit of the Crusades. The Polos were traders not crusaders, and it 
was Marco Polo’s story far more than any other which captured the 
imagination and attention of Europe. Even so it was Mediterranean 
Europe, and in particular the seafarers of the Italian towns, who were 
interested. Europe north of the Alps had other things to think of in 
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries when England and France were at 
grips in the Hundred Years’ War. Even the Church lost its interest in 
the East after the overthrow of the missions in the late fourteenth 
century, and was more absorbed in the struggles of the Schism and in 
the settlement of its internal difficulties in the Councils than in the affairs 
of Asia. The knowledge of the East accumulated by its missionaries 
lay unused in the papal archives, and it was left to the discoverers and 
merchant adventurers of Portugal and Spain in the fifteenth and six- 
teenth centuries to prove the value of Marco Polo’s stories, and to renew 
the direct contact of the W est with the riches of India and China. 

The effects of the Crusades on the economic and social life of 
Western Europe are, in the nature of the case, almost impossible to 
disentangle from the general process of growth of which these effects are 
but a part. To attribute to the Crusades the rise of the cities of Italy 
in particular, or of Western Europe as a whole, is to ignore the fact 
that the towns of the West had been steadily recovering for centuries 
before the Crusades began, and, even if that movement had never taken 
place, there is good reason to suppose that they would still have won their 
emancipation from feudalism, have created their organs of local self- 
government, and developed their trade with its system of internal 
organisation. Gibbon writes: “The estates of the barons were dissi- 
pated and their race often extinguished in these costly and perilous 
expeditions. Their poverty extorted from their pride those charters of 
freedom which unlocked the fetters of the slave, secured the farm of the 
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peasant and the shop of the artificer, and gradually restored a substance 
and soul to the most numerous and useful part of the community. The 
conflagration which destroyed the tall and barren trees of the forest 
gave air and scope to the vegetation of the smaller and nutritive plants 
of the soil.” The rhetorical method of writing history is a pleasant 
one, but we are no longer permitted the untroubled serenity of the 
classical historian. 

It is, indeed, impossible to set down any general effects which the 
Crusades had upon feudal society as a whole. Many of the “ tall and 
barren trees of the forest” were destroyed in the East, and much of the 
martial energies of the nobles of the West found an outlet in crusading 
less destructive of civil peace than they could have found at home. By 
so much the task of kingship, especially in France, was lightened, the 
growth of the central power at the expense of feudalism made easier. 
The Counts of Toulouse, of whom four in less than fifty years died in 
the East, provide an example of the failure of a house to consolidate 
its fiefs because of a too passionate love of crusading. So also the lands 
of the house of Bouillon passed into the female line for a similar 
reason, to be absorbed by marriage into other fiefs. Yet the total ex- 
tinction of a noble house was not a common event, and the most striking 
example of the union of a great fief with the royal demesne in twelfth- 
century France — a union which, in the event, was only temporary — was 
solely due to the failure of male heirs to the house of Aquitaine and 
had nothing to do with the Crusades. The charters of liberties obtained 
by the French and English towns cannot, for the most part, be attributed 
to the Crusades, though exception should be made for Richard Coeur- 
de-Lion’s great auction of liberties before his depai*ture to the Holy 
Land. Yet, at the most, such charters were only ante-dated by the 
necessities of their grantors. They could not exist had not towns been 
quietly growing during the eleventh and twelfth centuries, had not 
groups of merchants, or of tenants acquiring a mercantile character, 
formed themselves to purchase exemption from feudal dues. The Cru- 
sades in some cases certainly provided opportunities for the towns ; they 
did not create the civic demand for “ liberties.” 

So too, in the general question of the relation of the Crusades to the 
development of European commerce, it is impossible to make the progress 
of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries depend upon them. The case is 
best illustrated with reference to the Italian cities, in particular to 
Venice, Genoa, and Pisa. It has been very clearly shewn, as for example 
by Heyd, that before the Crusades began the products of the East, silk, 
sugar, and spices especially, were reaching Europe not only by land 
from what is now Russia but even more by way of Italy. Here, before 
the First Crusade, Amalfi and Venice were the two chief agents in 
supplying Western Europe with the Eastern luxuries which her de- 
veloping civilisation led her to desire. Amalfi fell out of the race with 
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the Norman Conquest of South Italy and the attempt of the Norman 
rulers to regulate commerce too rigidly in the interests of politics. 
Venice therefore was left, at the period when the Crusades began, as the 
chief agent of the Levantine trade in Italy, and her position was 
rendered the more advantageous by the large concessions in Constan- 
tinople and the Eastern Empire granted in 1082 by Alexius Comnenus 
when Amalfi had fallen under the power of Robert Guiscard. But this 
position was not to remain unchallenged. The crusaders, as they poured 
into Italy for the journey to Palestine, sought transport and maritime 
assistance not only from Venice but from Genoa and Pisa as well, while 
these two cities were not slow to perceive in the needs of the crusading 
hosts a source of profit to themselves, and in the conquests that might be 
made in Syria a means to obtain secure access to the trade between East and 
West. In the first three Crusades, and in the intervening years between 
them, Venice, Genoa, and Pisa all took an active part, not merely in 
trans-shipping crusaders but in the actual work of conquest. The Genoese 
were largely responsible for the capture of Arsuf, Caesarea, and Acre, 
the Pisans for that of Laodicea, the Venetians for that of Sidon and 
Tyre. Moreover, the diversion of the crusading effort to capture these 
towns, strategically sound as it was for defensive purposes, was dictated 
mainly by trading interests. All three cities received wide privileges 
both in the seaports and inland towns of all the crusading states of 
Syria, and they all benefited equally in one respect — that they had for 
almost a hundred years secure markets for their Eastern trade. Further, 
the crusaders who had settled in Palestine depended upon the West for 
vital necessities, for armour, for horses and ships, for wine and woollen 
goods, and, above all, for reinforcements to maintain their position. 
Pilgrims flocked to see in security the newly-recovered Ploly City, and 
a very large proportion of all the carrying-trade for this flow of people 
to and from Palestine was in the hands of the Italian cities. More 
shipping was required and was built; every year Venice sent two fleets 
to Syria; Genoa and Pisa did the same. The rivalry of the Eastern 
Empire, the necessity for dependence upon Constantinople as a market, 
was almost removed, and there can be no question but that the Crusades 
brought to all three cities in the twelfth century a steady increase of 
prosperity and wealth. Statistics, unhappily, do not exist by which this 
increase can be measured, but one event stands out as evidence of the 
height of power and success to which the events of the twelfth century 
had brought Venice. 

The Fourth Crusade could not have been planned by the Venetians 
of 1100 with any hope of success. Yet in 1204 they were able to provide 
the naval equipment for a force consisting of “4500 horses, 9000 squires, 
...4500 knights, and 20,000 sergeants on foot, 11 to pay the expenses of 
the whole, and to overturn the Empire which it had been the primary 
object of the First, as it was professedly the object of the Fourth, Crusade 
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to protect. In the division of the spoils which followed the capture of 
Constantinople Venice received her reward. One-third of the great city 
itself fell beneath her sovereignty, and all the ports and islands of the 
Eastern Empire were secured for her commerce to the exclusion of her 
rivals. It is true that Venice was unable to retain her monopoly intact, 
for the Genoese and Pisans intrigued with the representatives of the 
deposed Emperors at Nicaea and received concessions in the ports which 
remained under their control; but this did not prevent the Venetians 
from reaping a rich harvest from their new dominions during the thirteenth 
century. Venice took then a position of superiority over the other Italian 
cities which she never lost, even when the Latin Empire had fallen and 
the kingdom of Jerusalem had perished with the fall of Acre. And, 
as the prosperity of Venice depended on the development in north-western 
Europe of markets for the products of the East which she supplied, the 
Crusades must be regarded as an important cause of the development of 
the chain of commercial republics along the Rhine Valley into Flanders, 
as also of the increased prosperity of Marseilles and the towns of southern 
France. Undoubtedly the more constant intercourse with the East aroused 
a new demand for the luxuries which it alone could supply, and the silks, 
sugar, and spices which flowed through Damascus and Egypt became the 
indispensable necessities of the nobles and their ladies, to say nothing of 
the rich bourgeois, of France, Germany, and England. On the other 
hand it is impossible to claim that the Crusades introduced these Eastern 
products to the West; nor must it be forgotten that the development of 
creative manufacture in the towns of Western Europe had begun before 
the Crusades started, and that, without the wealth produced in steadily 
increasing quantities by the gildsmen of the West, Europe would have 
had no means of purchasing the Eastern wares to satisfy the craving 
which the experience of crusades and pilgrims taught. 

If an indeterminate answer must be given to the question “What 
effects had the Crusades on the economic life of Western Europe?” it is 
equally difficult to define their relation either to the growth of a sense of 
nationality in the Western nations or to the great development of 
Western thought which took place during the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries. The term “nationality” is not easy to define, but, by the end of 
the period with which this volume deals, “ Frenchmen ” had a feeling of 
their difference from “ Englishmen,” “Germans,” or “Italians,” more acute 
than at the beginning of the Crusades. That, like other international move- 
ments, the Crusades accentuated the sense of national unity and even of a 
natural hostility between nations is, a priori, likely enough and, so early as 
1146, evidence of this can be found in the account of the Second Crusade 
written by Odo of Deuil, who certainly nourished a hearty dislike for 
both Greeks and Germans as such. His dislike for the Greeks may have 
been stimulated by their heretical opinions, though it is rather their 
excessive flattery and their guile that appear to have aroused him ; at 
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any rate no such explanation will account for his hard sayings about the 
Germans. “Nostris etiam erant importabiles Alemanni,” he says, and 
goes on to give instances of the trouble created by King Conrad’s host 
for the French who followed after, and of the direct affronts offered to 
the French by German soldiers, finishing his complaint by saying, ‘‘Thus 
the Germans, going before us, disturbed everything; so that the Greeks fled 
from our peaceful army.” 1 Further evidence tending in the same direction 
may be seen in the national name and character of the Teutonic Order, 
founded in 1190, which are in striking contrast to those of the older 
international Orders of the Hospitallers or Templars. Yet it is not often 
that this note of national separateness and rivalry is sounded in the 
chronicles of the Crusades, and the development of “nationality” can only 
be in part attributed to the rivalries which arose in the mixed hosts of 
Christendom travelling towards or engaged, in the Holy War. 

The coincidence of the thirteenth-century “Renaissance” with the 
period of the Crusades is striking, and it would be rash to deny any share 
in the outburst of intellectual energy which marks the thirteenth 
century to the new ideas and broadened outlook of those who, having gone 
on crusade, had seen the world of men and things in a way to which the 
society of the tenth and eleventh centuries was unaccustomed. But it 
must be admitted that a man may travel much and yet see little, may 
preserve intact the narrowness of vision with which he set out. St Louis, 
as Joinville shews him to us, or Joinville himself, was not intellectually 
changed by his crusading. And when we examine the great motive force 
of the thirteenth century “Revival of Learning” it is Aristotle from whom 
the impulse proceeded, and Aristotle first brought back to the West by 
way of Spain and the Moorish Versions of his works. It is true that, so 
early as 1128, James of Venice translated into Latin some of the works of 
Aristotle, but the greater impulse to the absorption of Greek philosophy 
by the Western Church came from the study and translation of the Arabic 
versions of the Aristotelian writings and the commentaries upon those 
writings made by the scholars of Musulman Spain, in particular by 
Avicenna and Averroes. In the thirteenth century, however, the conquest 
of the Eastern Empire by the crusaders of 1204, and the discontent felt 
by Western scholars with the versions of Aristotle which had come to 
them at second hand, led to the direct translation of Aristotle’s works 
from the Greek, as well as to Latin versions of other Greek writings. Thus 
Robert Grosseteste translated the Analytica Posteriora and is said to have 
written a commentary upon the Nicomachean Ethics , while later in the 
century St Thomas Aquinas, refusing to rely upon the faulty Arabic 
versions, was able to find in William of Moerbeke, Archbishop of Corinth 
from 1275 to 1286, a Greek scholar capable of translating the whole of 
Aristotle’s writings from the original Greek into tortured Latin. In this 
task William of Moerbeke may have received some assistance from another 
1 MPL. clxxxv, & Bernardi Clarae- Vallensis opera, iv, col. 1217. 
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member of the Dominican order, Henry of Brabant, and, in view of the 
enormous influence exerted by the theological writings of St Thomas, it 
is at least interesting to be able to point to these translations as the source 
upon which he relied in the task of incorporating the thought of Aristotle 
in his great Summa Theologiae . Yet in general the course of the great 
movement of medieval thought which began soon after the year 1000 
gives little evidence of having been affected by the Crusades. To them 
indeed we owe the work of the greatest medieval historian, William of 
Tyre, and, on the purely literary side with which we cannot here deal, 
their influence was profound in the development of vernacular romances. 
But the growth of an articulated system of philosophy, theology, and 
politics began before the Crusades, and went on steadily throughout their 
course with no more assistance from that movement than was given by 
such improvements in the Aristotelian texts as we have already men- 
tioned. 

It remains to consider the military results of the Crusades upon the 
West. Their influence on the improvement of the art of war and military 
architecture must be left to be described in special chapters in a future 
volume. With regard, however, to the ever-wavering frontier of East and 
West, it is clear that the foundation of the Latin States of Syria during 
the First Crusade and the course of the twelfth century checked for the 
moment the Muslim advance upon Constantinople which had threatened 
its very existence. But against the assistance rendered to the Eastern 
Empire in the First Crusade must be set its overthrow in the Fourth — a 
blow from which, despite its revival at the end of the thirteenth century, 
it never wholly recovered. Whether therefore it is fair to attribute to the 
Crusades the delay of nearly three hundred years in the Turkish advance 
into the Balkan lands is a problem perhaps incapable of decision, though 
the diversion of Muslim effort to the Holy Land probably outweighs 
by much the disintegrating effect of the Fourth Crusade and the foun- 
dation and fall of the Latin Empire. And on this view the Crusades 
must be given credit for providing Western Europe with time to con- 
solidate itself into centralised national States, far* better able than those 
of the eleventh century to defend themselves against the renewed 
Muslim advance when it came in the sixteenth century. Nor, in that 
renewed struggle between East and West, must the gallant defence of 
Rhodes and Cyprus, and later of Malta, by the crusading Knights of St 
John, be forgotten. 

It was however another and younger order of crusading Knights 
which left the deepest mark upon the history of Europe. Founded in 1190, 
during the Third Crusade, by certain citizens of Bremen and LiVbeck as 
a hospital, and raised in 1198 to the rank of an order of Knights, the 
Teutonic Order under its great Master, Hermann von Salza, transferred 
its energies from the Holy Land to the forcible conversion of infidels 
nearer home. Already in East Prussia the Knights of the Sword of 
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Livonia were engaged in the difficult task of converting the mixed heathen 
population of Letts, Slavs, and Wends to Christianity, and the Teutonic 
Knights, after absorbing this order in 1237, carried on the same work 
with great energy and striking success for the next eighty years. They 
founded Thorn, Konigsberg, Marienberg — to which in 1309 they trans- 
ferred their headquarters — and finally, in 1311, they captured Dantzig. 
They allied themselves with the Hanseatic League, and sought by 
every means to develop trade in the dominions won by their swords. To 
their activities in the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries is due the 
Germanisation of East Prussia, as to their weakness in the fifteenth 
century, to their defeat at Tannenberg and the recovery of Dantzig and 
the mouth of the Vistula by the Polish kingdom, is due the problem 
of giving Poland access to the sea which has cost so much anxiety since 
the Treaty of Versailles. The junction of the lands of the Teutonic 
Order with those of the Hohenzollern house at the Reformation brought 
Prussia into the affairs of Western Europe. 

Yet, despite the tangible conquests of the Teutonic Order in north- 
eastern Germany and, what should not be forgotten, the assistance given 
by such Orders as those of Calatrava, Santiago, and Alcantara to the 
Christian monarchs who reconquered Spain from the Moors, it is perhaps 
in the realm of ideas that we must seek for the most permanent influence of 
the crusading movement. Just as it was itself the product of a Christendom 
that at the outset of the struggle felt itself morally united, so it has in 
turn been the exemplar in later times of many movements undertaken on 
a smaller scale indeed, and using the weapons of reason rather than of 
war. Never since the fall of Acre has “ Christendom 11 acted as a united 
whole; for never since has it enjoyed unity. Yet the memory of the 
failure in which the Crusades ended has only served to heighten the value 
of the ideal which created them and won, especially in the First Crusade, 
all their success. Our modern use of the word “Crusade” is in fact a 
testimony of our belief in the effectiveness of action possible where large 
groups of men share a common ideal, and the grounds of that belief are 
to be found in the events narrated in this volume. 
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CHAPTER X. 

GERMANY, 1125-1152. 

The Saxon wars, the imperial struggle with the Papacy, had brought 
to the front a new nobility. The Hohenstaufen, the Wittelsbachs, the 
Wettins emerge to replace the families which, in consequence of the wars, 
had become extinct. In like case Lothar, the son of a petty count, one 
Gebhard of Supplinburg, rose to the first rank among German princes. 
By his marriage he acquired a pre-eminent position in Saxony; for his 
wife Richenza was the heiress of Henry of Nordheim and Ekbert of 
Meissen. In 1106, on the death of Magnus, Duke of Saxony, the last of 
the Billungs, he succeeded to the duchy and to the power which that 
family had sedulously built up since the time of Otto the Great. During 
the reign of the Emperor Henry V, Lothar as Duke of Saxony had been 
conspicuous for his activity in extending his influence in the Wendish 
districts and for his constant opposition to the Salian house. In 1125 he 
was raised to the throne. 

His election marks a change in the German kingship. Though always 
elective in theory, owing to the strength of the Saxon and Salian rulers 
it had been rendered in practice hereditary. At the diet of Forchheim 
in 1077 the German princes passed a resolution, accepted by the Pope, 
in favour of spontaneous election 1 . Effect was given to this resolution in 
1125. Henry V died childless, his nephew, Frederick of Swabia, was passed 
over, and Lothar without a shadow of hereditary claim— his pedigree is 
lost beyond one generation — won the throne by right of election. During 
the twelfth century the elective principle becomes firmly established. 
Lothar is succeeded by his rival Conrad, and Conrad’s son is passed over 
in favour of his nephew. The attempt of the Hohenstaufen Emperors to 
restore the principle of hereditary succession meets with very limited 
success. The Electoral College of princes is gradually forming itself and 
establishing its control. 

It is fortunate that of an election so important in the history of the 
German kingship a detailed and contemporary account has come down 
to us 2 . Immediately after the completion of the obsequies of the late 
Emperor, writs of summons were issued to the princes to attend an 
electoral council at Mayenee on the feast of St Bartholomew (24 August). 

1 Bruno, De Bello SGUS, ed. Wattenbadh, p. 67. 

2 The author of the Narmtio de Elections Lotharii (MGH, Script, xn, 509-512) is 
unknown, but he is presumed to have been one of the clergy present at the election 
from the diocese of Salzburg, and a member of the extreme Church party. 
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The gathering was a large one 1 ; it included, besides the German princes 
and their vassals, two papal legates and Suger, Abbot of St Denis, the 
famous minister of the French King Louis VI. 

The natural choice would have been Frederick of Swabia. He was 
nearly related to the Salian house, he was executor of the late king, heir 
to his private estates, guardian of his widow Matilda, the daughter of 
Henry I of England, to whose care were entrusted the imperial insignia ; 
he was well qualified by age — being then thirty-five years old — and by 
his personal character and attainments. The head of the house of 
Hohenstaufen, he was possessed of considerable private wealth; in addition 
to his own duchy of Swabia, he could command the interest of Eastern 
Franconia, over which his younger brother Conrad exercised ducal powers. 
But he was out of sympathy with the Church party; and the Church party 
was strong under the able leadership of Archbishop Adalbert of Mayence. 
Already before the meeting at Mayence Archbishop EVederick of Cologne 
had dispatched an embassy to Charles, Count of Flanders, inviting him 
to stand for election; the count however declined the offer. Archbishop 
Adalbert was more successful. His candidate Lothar commended him- 
self to the Church dignitaries on the ground of his enmity to the Salian 
house, to the lay princes because he was advanced in years 2 , destitute of a 
male heir, and therefore unable to found a dynasty to deprive them of 
their power of election. 

At Mayence the business of selection was delegated to a committee 
of forty 3 , ten representatives from each tribe, Bavaria, Swabia, EYanconia, 
and Saxony. Three names were submitted: Frederick, Leopold, Margrave 
of Austria, and Lothar. From this moment the skilful diplomacy of 
Archbishop Adalbert comes into play. He had already, by means not 
too reputable, if we are to believe Bishop Otto, succeeded in persuading 
the Empress to surrender the insignia; now, by addressing awkward 
questions to the candidates, he managed to place Frederick in a dilemma. 

1 It is often stated, on the authority of Ordericus Vitalis, xn, 43, that 60,000 
persons were present at the election. So e.g. Giesebreoht, Kaiser zeit, iv, 7 ; Zeller, 
Histoire d,' Allemagne, xv, 0. This figui'e was however commonly used to denote a 
large indefinite number, and very frequently by Ordericus, who e.g. estimates the 
attendance at the famous meeting at Salisbury in 1086 at 60,000 (vii, 11), and reckons 
also the number of knight’s fees in England at 60,000 (iv, 7). The usage may be 
traced to the Babylonian numerical system; see Johannes Schmidt, Die Urheimat 
der Indogermanen und das europaisch. Zaklsyslem, p. 46 .sq. in Ahhandlungen der 
Alcad. d. Wiss. zu Berlin, 1890. 

2 Probably fifty years of age; he was born according to the Ann. Disibodi a few 
days before the battle of the Unstrut, 9 June 1075, at which his father was killed. 
Cf. Neu. Arch, xnm (1922), p. 641.. 

Wichert, Die Wahl Lothars, FDG, xn, 96 sq., xvi, 374 sqq. and Schirrmacher, 
Entstehung des Kurfurstcntums, p. 8, hold that the committee was composed of only 
ten members iu all, that in consideration of the limited number of princes qualified 
to vote at the preliminary election the number forty was too large. The committee 
of forty is however generally accepted. See e.g. Bernhardi, p. 31 sq. 
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Lothar and Leopold had first with unnecessary humility declined to 
come forward, and later agreed to abide by the decision of the electors. 
Frederick, on the other hand, “ready to be chosen but not to choose a 
king,” refused to give a direct answer to the question whether he would sub- 
mit to the result of election; he must, he said, consult his followers; and 
he left the council. Ey this action he lost the confidence of the assembled 
princes ; he appeared to deny the doctrine of free election and to set his 
reliance on hereditary right. The question was settled by the turbulent 
mob of Saxons, who broke up the deliberations of the council by their 
shoutings and acclamation of Lothar as king. He was raised on the 
shoulders of the enthusiastic crowd amidst a tumult only calmed by the 
intervention of the papal legate. The Bavarians refused to comply with this 
irregular ending of the proceedings in the absence of their duke. But 
their duke’s son was already the affianced husband of Lothar’s only 
child; there was no danger from that quarter. The Duke, Henry the 
Black, hurried to the scene, and Lothar III was duly elected on 30 August. 
A fortnight later, 13 September, he was solemnly crowned at Aix-la- 
Chapelle. 

The opening years of the reign were marked by widespread unrest. In 
Bohemia, in Lorraine, even in his own dukedom of Saxony, the authority of 
the new king was disputed or openly disregarded. In Swabia and Franconia 
the party of the Hohenstaufen was in the ascendant. Duke Frederick 
had eventually done belated homage to Lothar, but almost immediately 
quarrelled with him over the issue of the Salian inheritance. After his 
coronation the king proceeded to Ratisbon, where he held a diet in 
November. To the assembled princes he put the question whether estates 
that had been confiscated from outlaws or had been acquired by exchange 
with imperial lands should be regarded as imperial or private property. 
The problem was raised on general grounds, but its real application was 
obvious. The Salian Emperors had largely increased their territorial 
position by both these means, and the lands so acquired were included in 
the Hohenstaufen inheritance. The diet decided against Frederick ; he 
refused to give up the fiefs in question, was found guilty of high treason 
at the Christmas court at Strasbourg, and at Goslar in January 1126 
was placed under the ban of the Empire. 

Lothar’s position, by no means strong, was sensibly weakened by the 
conspicuous failure of his first military enterprise. It arose over the 
question of the succession to the Bohemian dukedom, in which, with 
singular lack of judgment, he supported the weaker claims of Otto of 
Olnuiitz against those of the popular candidate, Sobeslav, a brother of the 
late King Vladislav I (ob. April 1125). Otto appealed, not in vain, 
for Lothar’s assistance at the diet of Ratisbon. In midwinter the king 
crossed the Erzgebirge into Bohemia with a small band of Saxons. 
Wearied by long marches through the snow-covered mountains and ex- 
hausted by lack of provisions, they emerged into the valley of Kulni to 
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find a large force of Bohemians under Sobeslav awaiting their coming 
(February 1126). The advanced troops were all but annihilated by the 
overwhelming numbers of the enemy ; and Lothar had no choice but to 
make terms. The death of his protege on the battle-field facilitated 
matters, and Lothar found in his conqueror a submissive and loyal ally. 
Sobeslav recognised Lothar’s election, did homage for his dukedom, and 
in after time proved his loyalty by signal services in the field. 

The king could not press forward the punitive expedition against 
Frederick of Hohenstaufen which had been arranged for Whitsuntide 1126 
until his own position in Germany was more secure. The uselessness of 
doing so had been proved by an abortive campaign in Swabia in the 
autumn of 1126. The prospect brightened a little with the death in 
December of Henry the Black, Duke of Bavaria, who shortly before had 
withdrawn from the world to spend his closing years in the monastery of 
Weingarten. His son and successor Henry, called the Proud, was young 
and energetic, the heir to enormous wealth, the chosen husband of 
Gertrude, Lothar’s only child. His inheritance comprised, in addition 
to the duchy of Bavaria, the greater part of the private property of his 
family in Bavaria and extensive possessions round Limeburg in Saxony 
which passed to him through his mother Wulfhild, daughter of Magnus 
Billung. The rest of the inheritance in Bavaria and Swabia fell to Henry’s 
younger brother Welf VI 1 . The projected marriage, which was in after 
years to upset the balance of ducal power in Germany by the union of 
Saxony and Bavaria in the hands of one man more powerful almost 
than the king himself, was carried out on the borders of Swabia and 
Bavaria near Augsburg on 29 May 1127. The immediate result was 
that Lothar could now in co-operation with Henry of Bavaria prosecute 
the war against the Hohenstaufen with vigour and with fair prospects of 
success. His position was further improved by his alliance in the same 
year with Conrad of Zahringen. In March William, Count of Bur- 
gundy (Franche Comte), was murdered. His inheritance fell naturally 
to his cousin Rainald, who immediately occupied the lands without 
waiting to be formally invested by the king. Lothar took advantage of 
this remissness and granted the rectorship of Burgundy to Conrad of 
Zahringen who was also connected with the late count, thereby not only 
gaining a new ally for himself but also detaching a strong supporter 
from the party of the Hohenstaufen. 

Yet the tide of events still went against the king. Nuremberg suc- 
cessfully resisted his attack. For ten weeks the armies of Lothar, 
supported by the levies of Henry and Sobeslav from Bavaria and Bohemia, 
invested the town. The Bohemian allies ravaged the country, burnt the 

1 There were also claims upon lands in Italy through Azzo, Marquess of Este, 
who married Cunegunda, sister of the childless Welf III. Henry the Proud and 
Welf VI were their great-grandsons. But these claims were not made good 
till 1151. 
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churches, and so incensed the population that they had to be sent home. 
At last Conrad of Hohenstaufen, lately returned from the Holy Land, 
advanced with fresh troops for its relief. Without risking a battle, Lothar 
withdrew first to Bamberg, then to Wurzburg, whither he was pursued by 
Conrad, who however contented himself with celebrating a tournament at 
the very gates of the town as a mark of his disdain and returned, as he 
had come, to Nuremberg. 

The efforts of the Hohenstaufen had met with such success that they 
now purposed to wrest the crown itself from Lothar. Frederick waived 
his claim of seniority in favour of his brother Conrad, who was duly 
elected king by his supporters on 18 December 1127. Spires declared for 
him and drove out its bishop; but this was the last triumph of his party. 
The election of Conrad was the turning-point in the conflict. By it not 
only the German kingship but also the German Church was assailed; the 
whole weight of the ecclesiastical power was thrown into the scale on the 
side of the legitimate king. Realising that the odds against him in 
Germany were too heavy, Conrad, early in the year 1128, crossed the 
Septimer to try his fortunes in Italy. 

The Rhenish town of Spires now became the centre of the Hohenstaufen. 
resistance. After a siege of nearly three months the burghers asked for 
terms, agreed to give hostages, and made promises for their future loyalty 
(November 1128). Lothar was now free to attend to business in other 
parts of his kingdom. Lorraine was hostile to him ; a rising of the citizens 
of Aix-la-Chapelle during his stay in the town in January 1127 was only 
pacified by liberal concessions; Godfrey the Bearded, Duke of Lower 
Lorraine, supported the pretensions of the Hohenstaufen. The duke was 
drawn into a dispute over the inheritance of Charles the Good, Count of 
Flanders, who in March 1127 had been murdered in the church of 
St Donatian at Bruges, on the side of William Clito the son of Duke 
Robert of Normandy. While he was thus engaged, Lothar seized his duchy 
and handed it over to Walram, Count of Limbourg, the son of Henry, 
Godfrey’s predecessor in the dukedom. Godfrey soon succeeded in re- 
covering the greater part of his possessions, and the only result of Lothar’s 
intervention was the further dismemberment of theold Lotharingian duchy. 

In the meanwhile Henry of Bavaria remained in the south to cope 
with Frederick of Swabia. The latter was keeping Lent at the monastery 
of Zwifalten on the banks of the Danube when Henry happened to be 
visiting his family estates in the same neighbourhood. The opportunity 
of finding Frederick unaware of his presence and with but a few companions 
was too much for his sense of honour. Coming one night to the monastery 
with a body of armed followers, he set fire to the dwelling-rooms of the 
monks in which he rightly imagined Frederick to be. The latter escaped 
from the flames with the help of the monks and took refuge in the church 
tower. Henry surrounded the church, broke in the doors, even disturbed 
the brethren at their prayers with threats of death, but all to no effect. 
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Frederick, safe in his tower, defied his sacrilegious assailant, who not only 
had to retire in disgust but had to pay for his scandalous behaviour by 
forfeiting the advocacy of the monastery. The Hohenstaufen still had a 
strong position in Franconia and Swabia; there was yet hope in the Rhine 
country in spite of the submission of Spires. The insincerity of the 
promises made to Lothar on the occasion of its surrender was revealed 
when Frederick proceeded there with the view to making it again the 
centre of resistance. The townsmen readily threw over the king for the 
duke. The fortifications were strengthened, the garrison increased; 
Frederick himself after completing his arrangements departed for Swabia, 
leaving the conduct of affairs in the city to his wife Agnes of Saarbruck. 
In June 1129 Lothar appeared before the walls. Month after month 
the siege dragged on without either side shewing signs of giving in. At 
last the king in despair sent an urgent appeal for help to his son-in-law, 
who was engaged in besieging a rebellious subject, Frederick of Bogen, in 
his castle of Falkenstein. Henry, leaving the siege in charge of his sister 
Sophia, responded immediately to the royal summons with a body of six 
hundred Bavarian knights. The joint strength of Bavaria and Saxony 
turned the scale. From midsummer till past Christmas the townsmen, 
under the gallant leadership of Agnes, held out in spite of every hardship 
and privation. Eventually deprived of all hope of relief, for a force 
brought to their aid by Frederick was driven off, they submitted and on 
the feast of Epiphany 1130 opened their gates to the king. 

With the capture of Spires the opposition in the Upper Rhineland 
was crushed. Before long Nuremberg, the chief strong-point of resistance, 
fell before Lothar’s attack; and with it went all hopes of success for the 
party of the Hohenstaufen in Germany. In Italy too Conrad’s initial 
success was not long maintained. Notwithstanding his excommunication 
by Honorius II he was welcomed at Milan, crowned by its archbishop at 
Monza and again in the cathedral of St Ambrose with the Iron Crown 
of Lombardy. But this was the limit of his achievement. An attempt 
to acquire the possessions of the late Countess Matilda ended in failure 
the towns of Lombardy which had at first received him declared against 
him ; his supporters one by one abandoned his cause and left him almost 
alone. In despair he gave up trying to establish himself in Italy and re- 
crossed the Alps (1130), only to find that in Germany also the family 
cause was as good as lost. 

Yet years dragged on before the brothers admitted defeat. Their 
opponents were too busily occupied with other matters to press the issue 
to a conclusion. The petty quarrels and rivalries of ambitious princes 
kept Saxony in ceaseless turmoil. Albert of Ballenstadt and Henry of 
Groitsch, Conrad of Wettin and Herman of Winzenburg, each strove 
to increase his own power at the other’s expense. The murder in one of 
these feuds of a trusted follower of the king, one Burehard of Loccum, 
by Herman of Winzenburg, Landgrave of Thuringia, called for Lothar’s 
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intervention in the affairs of his old duchy. Herman was found guilty 
of high treason in December 1130, and sentenced to the confiscation of 
his fiefs. Before another year was out Albert the Bear for some similar 
offence was deprived of the East Mark. The rebellious town of Halle 
suffered the severest of punishments. It fell before Lothar Y assault, its 
inhabitants were put to death, mutilated, or in some cases allowed their 
safety on payment of heavy fines. By such stringent methods as these 
Lothar restored the peace of Saxony. 

The fate of Augsburg affords another example of the stern measures 
employed by the king to suppress local risings, but in this instance he 
had less justification for his action. On the journey to Italy in August 
1132, a dispute arose in the market between the townsfolk and the soldiers 
and quickly spread through the whole city. The king, suspecting treason, 
ordered the troops to punish the burghers. From noon till night the 
town was in a tumult ; men, women, and children were massacred in the 
streets and houses ; churches and monasteries were broken into, plundered, 
and burnt. As on previous occasions the Bohemian troops in the royal 
army were conspicuous for their barbarity and excess. In a state of com- 
plete desolation Augsburg was left as a warning to other towns not to 
risk the king’s displeasure. 

During Lothar’s absence in Italy (September 1132- August 1138) 
Henry of Bavaria remained in Germany to deal with the Hohenstaufen. 
But rebellions in his own duchy kept him too busily occupied to effect a 
decision. The appointment of Henry of Wolfratsliausen in August 1182 
to the see of Ratisbon against the wishes of the king and himself led 
to serious trouble. The bishop, aided by his advocate, the duke’s old enemy 
Frederick of Bogen, made stubborn resistance. For some months fighting 
continued, the armies plundering and burning after the manner of medieval 
warfare round Ratisbon and Wolfratsliausen, a castle near the site 
of the present town of Munich. At last the two armies, the bishop’s 
strengthened by the adhesion of Leopold of Austria, faced each other 
on the banks of the Isar to bring matters to a final issue. At the critical 
moment Otto of Wittelsbach, the count palatine, intervened as mediator 
and reconciled the contending parties. 

It was not till August 1134 that the Emperor and his son-in-law 
were free to deal decisively with the Hohenstaufen. The Swabian town 
of Ulm had now become the centre of resistance. After a short siege 
Henry captured the town, which was thereupon almost totally destroyed 
by the devastations practised by the Bavarian soldiers. Lothar had in 
the meanwhile overrun Swabia without opposition. The brothers were 
in desperate straits : their castles were captured ; their supporters deserted. 
Frederick was the first to realise the futility of further resistance; he 
approached the Empress Richenza and begged her to intercede on his 
behalf. At Fulda towards the end of October the reconciliation was 
effected. The terms of his submission, settled at the crowded diet of 
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Bamberg (March 1135), were favourable in the extreme: he was freed 
from excommunication, and received back his dukedom and his possessions; 
for his own part he had only to promise to accompany the Emperor on 
the Italian campaign which had been planned for the next year — a con- 
dition imposed no doubt at the request of St Bernard who was present at 
the court in the papal interest. Conrad held back for some months longer, 
but finally made his peace with the Emperor at Mtihlhausen in September 
under the same lenient conditions as those imposed upon his brother. 

Lothar owed his crown to the support given him by the leaders of 
the Church hierarchy. Did he reward their confidence by granting on 
that occasion definite concessions? The question is crucial and contro- 
versial. That some settlement was reached seems clear, but its precise 
nature cannot be determined. We have no reliable information. A famous 
passage 1 formulates a position, but it is more likely the position at which 
the leaders of the party aimed than the one actually attained 2 * . More 
profitable results may be found from the evidence of Lothar’s actual 
relations with the Church during his reign. After his election we are told 
he neither received nor exacted homage from the spirituality, contenting 
himself merely with the oath of fealty; and even this he remitted in the 
case of Conrad, Archbishop of Salzburg, in deference to the latter’s 
scruples in the matter. The most important change was with regard to 
the royal presence at elections. Here again Lothar bent to the wishes 
of the Church party and refrained from exercising the right granted him 
by the Concordat of Worms 8 . Two elections took place within a month 
of his accession— Eichstatt and Magdeburg — and in neither case was he 
present. Indeed there is scarcely an instance during the first five years 
of his reign of his disturbing episcopal elections by his presence 4 * . The 
ecclesiastical princes had no cause to complain of the conduct of the man 
they had set upon the throne. Lothar even if he wished it could not 
afford to quarrel with the Church; but to support the orthodox Church 
party was natural to him. As Duke of Saxony he had been bred up to 

1 Narratio de Electione Lotharii, MGH, Script, xxi, c. 6. 

2 See Hauck, Kirchengeschichte Dentschlands, iv, p. 118, n. 2. The passage in 
the Narratio mentions three points : 1. Free election without the presence of the 
king ; 2. Investiture with the regalia by the sceptre after consecration ; 8. The right 
of the king to exact the oath of allegiance. As the citation of the wording of a 
document this breaks down on the second point; for the old practice of investiture 
with the regalia before consecration continued to prevail. 

2 Or were the concessions granted in the Concordat by Calixtus II only intended 
for Henry V personally, and not for his successors? There is no mention of the 
latter in the document, and Otto of Freising ( (Ihron . vn, 16) expressly tells us that 
at Rome it was interpreted in this way "hoc sibi soli et non successoribus datum 
dicunt Romani.” See D. Schafer, Zur Beurteilung dee Wormser Konkardates, in 
Abhandhmgen der Akad. d. Wiss. zu Berlin, 1805. 

4 See Hauck, op. cit. p. 128, n. 1; also for the whole question Bernheim, 

Lothar III mid das Wormser Concordat, Strasbourg, 1874. 
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the traditional policy of opposition to the anti-hierarchical Salians; and 
this policy lie maintained as king. 

When Honorius II died in February 1130 and the two factions in 
Rome each chose its own candidate to fill the papal throne, Lothar was 
faced with the necessity of making a momentous decision. Though not 
as yet crowned Emperor, the long attachment of the imperial title to the 
King of Germany gave Lothar the unquestioned position of temporal 
ruler of Christendom. The rival Popes Anacletus II and Innocent II, the 
one master of Rome, the other a refugee in France, each appealed anxiously 
to him for recognition. Each had his supporters in Germany. Ana- 
cletus found an advocate of his pretentions in Adalbero, Archbishop of 
Bremen, who happened to be in Rome at the critical moment ; Innocent 
saw his claims upheld by the most advanced Churchmen, represented by 
Conrad of Salzburg, Norbert, and Otto of Bamberg. But Lothar hesitated. 
Perhaps he feared a split in the ranks of the Church party on whose 
support he relied so much. It was not till Louis VI of France at Etampes, 
under the influence of Bernard, had declared for Innocent that Lothar, 
urged also by Innocent’s legate Walter of Ravenna, consented to take 
action. He summoned a meeting at Wurzburg in October to discuss the 
question. Only sixteen bishops presented themselves, but the sixteen 
were unanimous for Innocent. Lothar accepted the decision without 
hesitation, and immediately sent Conrad of Salzburg and Ekbert of 
Munster to carry Germany’s recognition to the Pope in France. 

At Innocent’s suggestion a personal interview between Pope and king 
was arranged; Liege near the French frontier was chosen as a convenient 
meeting place for both parties. Thither on 23 March 1131 came Innocent 
accompanied by thirteen cardinals, a large number of French bishops, and 
the indispensable Bernard. Lothar received him with due humility; he 
performed the office of groom for the pontiff when he dismounted, signifying 
by his act that he claimed to be but the servant of the Bishop of Rome; 
he made promises to enter Italy to destroy the invaders of the Holy 
See, But these cordial relations were almost upset at the very meeting 
which had given them birth. Lothar, it seems, raised the vexed question 
of episcopal elections ; he evidently wished to recede from the concessions 
he had made at the time of his accession, to revive the royal influence 
over elections, in short to claim those privileges which the Concordat 
had granted to the Crown. A quarrel was prevented by the eloquence 
of Bernard. It is impossible to say whether any understanding was 
reached. But a change of attitude is perceptible in Lothar’s dealings 
with the Church during the year following: he appears to have tried to 
exert some control over elections to bishoprics 1 ; but the Church party 

1 Notably in the cases of Adalbero of M unsterol to the archbishopric of Treves 
at Easter 1131, and of Henry of Wolfratshausen to the see of Itatisbon W August 
1 132. See Hauok, op. cit. iv, p. 153 sq. 
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resented his action so strongly that rather than quarrel he tacitly re- 
linquished his pretensions. 

The relations with the Pope continued to be friendly. In August 1132 
Lothar carried out his promised campaign in Italy to end the schism, and 
on 4 June 1133 at the Lateran received as his reward the imperial crown. 
Again Lothar took occasion to raise the crucial subject of episcopal 
elections, and, in spite of loud protests from the Gregorian party in 
Germany, obtained concessions contained in a document dated 8 June ll33 
which amounted to a confirmation to himself of the rights allowed to the 
Emperor in the Worms Concordat 1 , We should expect to find a complete 
reversal of policy in consequence. Nothing of the sort is perceptible. 
Lothar too well realised the value of the Church support ; lie used his 
power with a refinement of tact; he was often present at elections but 
his presence was scarcely felt. The settlement at the Lateran, which came 
so near to disturbing the peaceful relations between Church and State, 
in practice made little or no change in Lothar’s attitude of conciliatory 
friendship towards the Church. The reign of Lothar from the point of 
view of Church politics marks the consummation of the victory of the 
hierarchy. 

Throughout his reign we see Lothar, with an energy surprising 
in a man of his age, busily occupied in a succession of wars both at 
home and abroad: now he is campaigning against the Hohenstaufen, 
now settling contested claims to an inheritance, now fulfilling the supreme 
function of his imperial office by taking up arms against the enemies of 
the Church. But more enduring results matured from the work which 
alike as duke and king had always been nearest to his heart — the expansion 
of Germany eastwards, the revival of German influence, the re-establish- 
ment of the Christian religion and civilisation in the Wendish regions. 
In this sense an annalist is justified in describing Lothar as “the imitator 
and heir of the first Otto.” 2 Since the tenth century nothing had been 
done, and even the districts then brought under German influence had 
since lapsed once more into paganism and barbarism. Lothar was ready 
to promote with his support and encouragement every enterprise which 
led in this direction. So Otto of Bamberg was able to make his second 
journey to Pomerania in 1127, and to see his work established on a firm 
basis. So also the Premonstratensians were able to pursue their missionary 
labours in Brandenburg with the co-operation of Albert of Ballenstadt., 
who in 1134 was enfeoffed with the North Mark as a reward for his services 

1 Nos igitur, maiestatem imperii nolentes minuere sed a tiger e, imperatoriae 
dignitati(s plenitu)dinem tibi concedimns et debitas et canonicas eonsuetudines pre- 
sents scripti pagina confirmamus. Interdicimus autem, ne quisquam eorum, quos 
in Teut(onico) regno ad pontificatus honorem vel abbatiae regimen evocari contigerit, 
regalia usurpare vel invadere audeat, nisi eadem prius a tua (potes)tate deposcat, 
quod ex his, quae hire debet tibi, tuae magnificentiae faciat. MGH, Const, i, 168 sq. 
and printed in Bernheim, Quollen zur Qeschichto dcs Investiturstreites, n, p. 70. 

a Ann. Palidenses sub anno 1125. MGH, Script, xvi, 77- 
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in the Italian campaign, and on the death of Pribislav of Brandenburg 
without heirs received that district in addition. The priest Vicelin made 
progress in Holstein and the district about Liibeek. 

It was the king’s activities in Nordalbingia which involved him in 
the tangled affairs of Denmark. In 1131 the land was plunged into civil 
war by the murder of Canute, the son of the late King Eric, at the hands 
of Magnus, the son of the reigning King Niel. Canute was ruling in 
Schleswig, and had also been enfeoffed with the county of Wagria and 
the land of the Obotrites by Lothar. His firm hand kept the turbulent 
Wendish population under control; the country prospered; Christianity 
and civilisation began to revive. But the success of his rule and the un- 
certainty of the succession to the Danish throne brought upon him the 
jealousy of his cousin Magnus. His assassination was the result. Lothar 
could not allow the murderer of his vassal to go unpunished. In the 
summer of 1131 he advanced as far as the Eider, but being confronted 
there not only by the troops of Niel and Magnus but also by rebels 
“as innumerable as the sands of the sea,” he wisely contented himself with 
a fine of four thousand marks and the homage of Magnus. Canute’s 
Nordalbingian possessions were divided between two Wendish princes, 
Pribislav and Niclot, the former receiving Wagria and Polabia, the latter 
the land of the Obotrites. Lothar led his army across the Elbe and 
received homage from these princes. But with two Wendish chieftains, 
who owed only a nominal recognition to the German king, ruling the 
country, the development of civilisation which had been making rapid 
progress under Canute and his predecessor, Henry son of Gottschalk, 
received a set-back; every hindrance was placed in the way of Vicelin 
the German missionary, who brought his complaints and remedial proposal 
to the king. His suggestion was the erection of a strong fortress in a 
commanding position on a hill, Segeberg, near the banks of the Trave. 
To the disgust of Pribislav and Niclot, who saw in the plan the German 
yoke falling on them, the fortress was built and garrisoned with Saxons; 
with military protection behind him Vicelin was now able to proceed 
unhindered on his missionary enterprise. 

The pacification of Denmark was likewise unsatisfactory. Niel and 
Magnus pursued Canute’s brother Erie with relentless hostility. Driven 
from Schleswig lie took refuge in Zealand, where even his brother Harold 
turned against him. The German settlers at Roeskilde on the island 
were murdered, mutilated, or expelled. It was clearly time for Lothar 
to intervene once more in the affairs of the north. But no campaign 
took place. Magnus presented .himself at the Easter court at Halber- 
stadt, indemnified himself for his misdeeds with large sums of money, 
and became the vassal of the German king. Nevertheless, while Niel and 
Magnus lived and reigned there could be no peace in Denmark. Their 
deaths, the one assassinated by the burghers of Schleswig, the other slain 
in battle, cleared the field. Eric, left in undisturbed possession, sent 
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ambassadors to the court at Magdeburg at Whitsuntide 1135 and re- 
ceived the Emperor’s recognition of his title. 

At the same diet a quarrel, in which all the eastern neighbours of 
Germany — Hungary, Poland, and Bohemia — were involved, was also 
brought within sight of determination. It arose on the death of Stephen II 
of Hungary. His crown was disputed between his blind cousin Bela and 
his half-brother Boris; the former was supported by Sobeslav of Bohemia, 
the latter by Boleslav of Poland. All the three countries engaged sent 
embassies to Lothar at Magdeburg. But the Emperor required Boleslav’s 
personal attendance. He appeared at Merseburg in August, paid twelve 
years’ arrears of tribute, and took the oath of allegiance; he was in some 
measure compensated by the acquisition of Pomerania and Riigen as fiefs 
of the German crown. An armistice was arranged between Bohemia and 
Poland pending a definite peace. Boris gave up the struggle, and Bela 
remained in secure possession of the Hungarian throne. To the Merseburg 
diet came also ambassadors from the Eastern Emperor John Comnenus 
and from the Doge of Venice offering help against their common enemy, 
Roger of Sicily. “ So highly was the Emperor Lothar esteemed by 
kings and kingdoms,” writes the chronicler, “that he was visited with 
gifts and embassies from Hungarians, Ruthenians, Danes, French, and 
many other nations. The Empire enjoyed peace and plenty, religion in 
the monasteries flourished, justice reigned, iniquity was repressed.” 1 

The year 1135 was indeed a year of reckonings. It witnessed the 
results of a decade of masterful rule. Since the days of Henry III German ‘ 
prestige had not risen so high. It is marked by the ending of quarrels, 
by reconciliations, by peace. At the diet of Bamberg in March, which 
brought to a close the long-contested fight with the Hohenstaufen, a 
peace to last for ten years was proclaimed throughout Germany. This 
state of peace and prosperity the Emperor was only destined to enjoy 
for one year more on German soil. Towards the end of the summer of 
1136 he crossed the Alps to take the field against Roger of Sicily. On 
his return in the following autumn he fell sick at Trent, and barely had 
sufficient strength to reach his own country. He died in a peasant’s hut 
in the Tyrolese village of Breitemvang on 4 December 1137. 

Lothar, by an arrangement with the Pope in 1133 had secured under 
certain conditions the allodial estates of the Countess Matilda for his 
son-in-law Henry the Proud 2 ; he had also before his death granted him 
the duchy of Saxony and entrusted to him the imperial insignia , thereby 
designating him as his successor to the throne. With two dukedoms, 
with extensive possessions of his own in Germany and in Italy, with 
rich lands in Saxony by right of his wife, there was no man in Germany 
who could compete with Henry in power and wealth. Yet the Church 
faction which had raised Lothar to the throne disapproved of his 
1 Ann. Saxo, MGH, Script, vi, 770. 2 MHG, Const, i, 169. 
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appointed heir. On the Italian campaign he had neither shewn defer- 
ence to their wishes nor a bearing likely to command their confidence. 
Still less was he acceptable to the lay princes; they feared his over- 
whelming power; they were above all anxious to avoid the foundation 
of a dynasty and to prove their right of election by passing over the 
man designated by the dead Emperor. Neither the spiritual nor the 
secular princes wanted the Welf candidate. 

The see of Mayence was vacant; the Archbishop of Cologne, but just 
elected, had as yet not received the pallium ; it was only natural in 
these circumstances that the direction of affairs should fall to the third 
great ecclesiastical prince, Archbishop Adalbero of Treves, between whom 
and Henry a long-standing enmity subsisted. He summoned a meeting 
at Coblenz — a singularly unrepresentative gathering, for neither Saxons 
nor Bavarians were present — and at his proposal Conrad of Hohenstaufen, 
Lothar’s rival, was chosen on 3 March 1138. Ten days later he was 
crowned at Aix-la-Chapelle by the papal legate. cc A mere mockery of 
right and custom, 111 yet however irregular the procedure may have been 
the result was popular. The princes of Germany flocked to the court at 
Bamberg on 22 May to do homage to the new king; Leopold of Austria, 
Conrad of Zahringen, Sobeslav of Bohemia, even the widowed Empress 
Richenza, put in an appearance. 

Duke Henry was absent from the court at Bamberg; a diet was fixed 
to assemble at Ratisbon, and there Henry appeared ready to deliver 
up the royal insignia in his keeping in return for confirmation in the 
possession of his two dukedoms 1 2 . But here lay the difficulty; apparently 
already at the diet of Bamberg Conrad had promised Saxony to Albert 
the Bear. The king disliked the notion of two dukedoms united in the 
hands of one man. He succeeded, nevertheless, by diplomacy, by vague 
promises no doubt, in extracting the insignia from Henry, and fixed a 
meeting at Augsburg for a final settlement. But here again no agree- 
ment was reached. Conrad, fearing Henry's threatening attitude, left for 
Wurzburg, where the duke was put under the ban (July 1138). Saxony 
was bestowed upon Albert; Bavaria, which was confiscated a little later 
at G-oslar, after a short retention in the king’s hands, was disposed of to 
Leopold of Austria. 

Before the year 1138 was far advanced Saxony and Bavaria were 
ablaze with civil war; the old feud of Welf and Hohenstaufen, which 
had disturbed the peace during the greater part of the previous reign, 

1 Giesebreeht, Kaiscrzeit, iv, 171. 

2 The accounts of these events differ considerably in their details. The com- 
paratively late Annates Palidcmes, MGH, Script, xvi, anno 1138, mention that 
Conrad besieged Henry at Nuremberg* and forced him to give up the insignia ; 
whereas Otto of Freising, Chron. vii, cap. 23, expi'essly states that the insignia 
were given up at the diet held at Ratisbon. Cf. Giesebreeht, op. cit. rv, 173 sq. 
and 459, and Rernhardi, Konrad III, 49 sq. ; 
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broke out once more with renewed bitterness. The Empress Richenza 
by her vigorous energy in the cause of her son-in-law won the support of 
many of the Saxon princes, who looked upon Albert the Bear as an 
upstart. But Albert was too quick for them ; he attacked before their 
preparations were completed, defeated them decisively, and occupied the 
Welfic possessions of Luneburg and Bardowiek. The king, however, 
deceived himself into thinking the opposition in Saxony crushed; the 
sudden appearance of the banished duke in his northern dukedom altered 
the situation. Town after town fell into his hands, even the lands of 
the usurping margrave were no longer secure, and by the spring of 
1139 Albert with his chief supporters, Bernard of Plotzke and Herman 
of Winzenburg, was driven to seek shelter with the Archbishop of 
Mayence at Rusteburg in the Eichsf'eld. 

The royal army which assembled at Hersfeld in July for the recovery 
of Saxony was imposing enough; the Archbishops of Mayence and Treves, 
the Bishops of Worms and Spires, the Duke of Bohemia, the new Dukes 
of Saxony and Bavaria, Louis of Thuringia, Herman of Winzenburg, all 
appeared with their levies. But a strong army was required, for Henry 
had behind him the weight of Saxony, and the history of the past had 
shewn that Saxony, when its heart was in the struggle, was all but invin- 
cible. The two armies confronted each other at Kreuzburg in Thuringia; 
the leaders of the royal army hesitated, a council of war voted for arbi- 
tration, finally a day was fixed to settle the issue at Worms at Candlemas. 
The conference was however a mei'e farce, and nothing was done; the two 
parties, laying aside the business for which they had come together, gave 
themselves over to amusement and feasting, the latter much embellished 
by the thirty tuns of wine which, we are told, the Archbishop of Treves 
carried with him on the campaign and lavished upon the negotiators. 
He, it is scarcely necessary to add, was the only man to benefit by the 
affair; he was rewarded with the abbey of St Maximin at Treves, the 
richest in his diocese, a possession however not entirely advantageous, for 
it brought the new possessor into a feud with the monks and their 
advocatus which after a long and devastating struggle was only closed, 
like many similar feuds, by the Second Crusade. In other respects the 
existing state of things continued; Henry remained master of Saxony, 
Albert, deserted even by the few Saxon princes who had previously 
joined him, had to console himself with the empty and portionless title 
of duke. ; 

In Bavaria Henry’s supplanter received a warmer welcome. Leopold, 
with the help of his brother Bishop Otto of Freising, the historian, had 
in a remarkably short time gained a firm hold over his new subjects. 
Henry, now secure in Saxony, prepared to recover Bavaria. His army 
was mustered iii readiness at Quedlinburg when at the moment of starting 
he fell sick and died. His youth, the suddenness, the unaceountablcness 
of his death, most of all the advantage it gave to his antagonists, gave 
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rise to the suspicion, whether with justice it is impossible to say, of 
poison. His premature end was certainly a terrific blow to the Welf 
cause. Henry's heir and namesake was but a boy of ten years old; the 
fortunes of his house depended on the resources of two women, the little 
Henry's guardians, Richenza and her daughter the duke's widow Gertrude. 
Nevertheless the death of Henry the Proud did not have the expected 
result upon Conrad's fortunes. Both in Saxony and Bavaria the war 
continued with undiminished vigour. The attempt of Albert the Bear 
to recover Saxony was a complete failure ; he suddenly appeared at 
Bremen on All Saints’ Day, and put forward his claim at an assembly of 
princes and people, but met with the most hostile reception. Surrounded 
by enemies, he barely escaped with his life. The Saxon princes under 
the leadership of Frederick, the count-palatine, and Conrad, Archbishop 
of Magdeburg, firm in their loyalty to the boy-duke, were even strong 
enough to take the offensive, and to make plundering raids into Albert’s 
country, capturing many of his castles. In vain Conrad tried to put an 
end to the quarrel, but the Saxon chiefs refused to obey the imperial 
summons to diets held at Worms in February and at Frankfort in April 
1140. The king's attitude moreover was not conciliatory ; he demanded 
unconditional surrender and refused a safe conduct to the Saxons for the 
negotiations. So the war was pursued with energy ; and Albert, driven 
from his March, fled to the king for help. 

But Conrad's attention was directed to a rebellion in the south which 
threatened to be even more dangerous. There Welf, Henry’s uncle, had 
taken up the family cause, perhaps with the idea of acquiring for himself 
the Bavarian dukedom 1 : no friction however appears to have existed 
between the two branches of the house at this time, though doubtless 
Welf hoped to obtain a share of the family inheritance in the event of 
success. In the summer of 1140 he attacked Leopold, who was besieging 
a castle on the river Mangfall, and inflicted upon him a defeat which 
seemed likely to undermine his authority in the duchy. Conrad, at the 
duke’s urgent appeal, hastened into Swabia, accompanied by his brother 
Frederick, against the Welfie fortress of Weinsberg. In vain he battered 
at its strong walls; the stout resistance of the loyal inhabitants parried 
every attempt, till he was obliged to turn from the town to face Welf 
himself who was hurrying to its relief. The battle that ensued unexpec- 
tedly redeemed his fortunes : the defeat was crushing; Welf only with 
difficulty effected his escape; Weinsberg despairing of relief opened its 
gates on December. Two legends make the siege of Weinsberg 
famous in history and romance. In the heat of the fierce fight on the 
banks of the Nectar the rival leaders, it is said* urged on their followers 
with the battle cries of “Hi W elf !” “Hi Weibling!” — the first time, if there 

1 Hint. Welf. Weingarten, MGH, Script, xxr, 467, “ipse enini Gwelfo praefatuin 
dueatum iure hereditatis ad se spectare proclamans.” Cf, Otto of Freising, Chrnn. 
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be truth in it 1 , that these names, so famous in after years, were used to 
designate the opposing factions in German polities. Jacob Grimm has 
included among his Marchen the story of the capitulation of the Weins- 
bergers. The tale, though seemingly unhistorical, has a basis in an early 
authority. The women alone were spared with what they could carry 
away with them. The sturdy Swabians, it is said, came down from the 
town bearing their condemned husbands upon their shoulders 2 . 

The effects of Conrad’s victory were far reaching. It not only crushed, 
for the moment at least, the rebellion in the south, but it also changed 
the aspect of affairs in the north. It is significant that many Saxon 
princes presented themselves at the Whitsun feast at Wurzburg in 1141, 
though no solution to the questions at issue was then reached. The 
Welfic cause suffered another severe blow by the death on 10 June of the 
Empress Richenza, by whose energy and enterprise the struggle had been 
maintained and the diverse elements of the opposition to the Hohen- 
staufen had been kept together. Her daughter Gertrude, who had shared 
with her the guardianship of the young Henry, was a woman of a different 
stamp; incited by no inveterate hatred, like Richenza, to the Hohen- 
staufen, actuated rather by personal animosities than by the interests of 
her family, she was in no way qualified to act as the leader of a great 
party. The number of her supporters dwindled; the war was pursued 
but half-heartedly. However with Richenza’s death the greatest obstacle 
to a compromise was removed. The moment was favourable. In the 
south after a period of intermittent warfare Duke Leopold had died in 
October. Conrad granted the margravate of Austria to Leopold’s brother 
Henry Jasomirgott, but kept the duchy in his own hands, pending a 
decisive settlement. Marculf, a skilful diplomat who had recently been 
raised to the primacy of Mayence, was entrusted with the negotiations. 
Preliminaries were drawn up, and a diet was summoned at Frankfort in 
May 1142 to give effect to them. Henry received Saxony, Henry Jaso- 

1 It is condemned as unhistorical by Jaffe, Konrad 111, p. 35, n. 22. It is first 
mentioned in 1425 by Andreas presbyter Ratisponensis, Sehilter, Script, rer. Germ. 
1702, p. 25, et clamor vero exhortatiouis ad resistendum et fortiter pugnandum, in 
exercitu Welfonis fuittalis: JJye Welff. Unde Fridericus ad confusionem Welfonis 
praecepit clamari in exercitu suo, Ilye GiebelingenP 

2 The truth of the story rests on the question whether the passage in the 
Chronica Begin Coloniensis “descendebant viros humeris portantes” existed in the 
contemporary annals of Paderborn, which is the original source of the Cologne 
chronicle for these years. The Pohlde annals which drew their information from 
the same source say nothing of the Weinsberg women. Scheffer-Boichorst, who 
reconstructed the text of the Annales Patherbrimenses, accepts the story. Bernheim, 
Historisches Taschenbuch, 1884, p. 13 sq. is sceptical. The point has been much 
under discussion of recent years, but the two articles by It. Boltzmann, Die Weiber 
von Weinsberg. Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Kritik der Paderborner Annalen (Stuttgart, 
1911), and. Die Trauen Weiber von Weinsberg, HVJS, xvm, 1918, have gone far to 
prove the presence of the passage in the contemporary annals, and so the authen- 
ticity of the story. 
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mirgott Bavaria, while Albert the Bear, who had, since the end of the 
previous year, renounced the title of duke, was re-established in the North 
Mark. A general pardon was granted to all who had taken part in the 
rebellion, and finally a seal was set upon the general pacification by a 
marriage, which immediately followed at Frankfort amid great festivities, 
between Gertrude and the new Duke of Bavaria. 

The settlement appeared more complete than in fact it was. Otto of 
Freising gives the truer interpretation of the results when he concludes 
his account of these events with the remark: “it was the seed of the 
greatest discord in our land. 11 It failed to satisfy any of those concerned ; 
Welf refused to accept the alienation of Bavaria from his family, and 
soon reopened the struggle against the new duke. Frederick of Swabia 
was dissatisfied; he grudged the favour shewn to Henry Jasomirgott and 
threw in his lot with the Welfs. Although soon reconciled, he was never 
again a trusted friend to Conrad ; later he even appeared together with 
Welf in alliance with Conrad’s dangerous enemy Roger of Sicily. Further, 
it remained to be seen whether the young Duke of Saxony, when old 
enough to manage his own affairs, would be content with the portion of 
his father’s possessions allotted to him. Finally, the peaceful designs of 
Conrad received a fatal blow by the death of Gertrude. She died in 
childbed, when journeying to Bavaria to join her husband on 18 April 
1143. 

The struggle of the two great families of Welf and Hohenstaufen was 
not the only source of trouble which disturbed the peace of Germany. 
Since the king’s accession Lorraine was the scene of a civil and an 
ecclesiastical dispute. The deaths of Walram in 1138 and of Godfrey a 
few months later gave rise to a conflict between their successors, .Henry 
and Godfrey the younger; the former, who had held the ducal title 
during his father’s lifetime, was naturally dissatisfied with the king’s 
action in granting the duchy of Lower Lorraine to the latter 1 . War was 
the result, and Henry of Limburg was compelled to renounce his claim 
to the title. Godfrey, however, only enjoyed his dukedom for a short 
while; he died in 11 4$ and was succeeded by his one-year-old son. 

The ecclesiastical difficulties were less easily ended. The gift of the 
abbey of St Maximin to the Archbishop of Treves, already mentioned, was 
bitterly resented by the monks themselves, who found a keen champion 
of their rights in their advocatus, Henry, Count of Namur and Luxemburg. 
The election of an abbot without the knowledge of the archbishop brought 
the matter to Rome. Innocent II took up the cause of the monks, and 
in May 1140 issued a bull in which he declared the monastery to be 
subject only to Rome and the Empire; at the same time he wrote to 
Adalbero bidding him remove the sentence of excommunication which he 
had imposed upon the newly appointed abbot. The truculent archbishop 

1 The reason may be found for this in the marriage connexion between Conrad 
and the young Godfrey ; the latter had married the king’s sister Ermingarde. 
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treated the Pope’s missives with open defiance, refused even to obey a 
summons to Rome, and was in consequence suspended from his office. 
Luckily for him, however, his cause was taken up by St Bernard, whose 
influence with Innocent was predominant. The suspension was removed, 
and a bull, dated SO December 1140, was issued cancelling the previous 
one and granting the posssession of the abbey of St Maximin to the arch- 
bishop and his successors in perpetuity. It was a solution, but not one 
which was acceptable to the monks or their advocate. For seven years 
the rich lands round the Moselle were laid waste by incessant war, until 
at the great diet held at Spires in December 1146 for the proclamation 
of the Crusade the two antagonists, at the instance of St Bernard, agreed 
to lay aside their quarrels and allow peace to be restored to their im- 
poverished country. 

Conrad’s difficulties may in large measure be attributed to his family 
connexions. His mother Agnes had married, after the death of Frederick 
of Swabia, Leopold III of Austria; by the two marriages she was the 
mother of twenty-three children. The elevation of his family seems to 
have been a guiding motive with the king; we have already noticed how 
the grant of the duchy of Lower Lorraine to his brother-in-law Godfrey 
led to a feud in that country. The situation in Bavaria was complicated 
by the establishment of the Austrian Babenbergers, half-brothers of the 
king, as Bavarian dukes. The marriages of two half-sisters, the one to 
a claimant of the dukedom of Poland, the other to a claimant of the 
dukedom of Bohemia, involved Conrad in wars with these countries. 

The death of a ruler in the half-civilised lands which bordered the 
German kingdom to the east was almost inevitably followed by a war of 
succession. Boleslav of Poland died in October 1189, leaving a disposition 
whereby the country was to be partitioned among his four sons, the 
eldest of whom, Vladislav, was to have a certain pre-eminence with the 
title of grand-duke. This prince at once attempted to use his exalted 
position to develop his own power at the expense of his brothers, an 
enterprise in which he confidently relied on the support of Conrad, his 
brother-in-law. Early in the year 1146 he appeared at the German 
court and was enfeoffed with the whole of Poland. A strenuous and not 
unsuccessful resistance was made by his brothers, Boleslav and Mesco; 
Posen withstood his attack, the Archbishop of Gnesen excommunicated 
him, his own town of Cracow was taken and destroyed; finally, he himself 
was driven into exile. Conrad made a campaign into Poland on behalf 
of his vassal, but, unable to make any headway, entered into negotiations 
and withdrew to Germany with Vladislav, who continued to live in exile 
while his victorious brothers established their authority securely in Poland. 
The only result which emanated from Conrad’s intervention was the 
diminution of German influence in that region. 

The king’s dealings with Bohemia had. a more successful end. When 
Sobeslav appeared at the diet of Bamberg in 1138, Conrad guaranteed 
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the succession of the dukedom to his son Vladislav. On Sobeslav’s death 
in 1140 Conrad, despite his former promise, disposed of the dukedom to 
a nephew of the late duke also named Vladislav who had married his 
half-sister Gertrude. Dissatisfaction at his rule led to a rebellion in the 
interests of the other Vladislav instigated by Otto of Olmiitz, the son 
of that Otto who fell in Lothar’s army at Kulm. Vladislav the son 
defeated Vladislav the nephew of Sobeslav at Wysoka to the west of 
Kuttenberg on 25 April 1142. The latter fled to Germany to seek 
help from Conrad; the king took up his cause and accompanied him 
back to Bohemia. The rebellion collapsed without a fight; on 7 June 
the royal army entered Prague and restored Vladislav II securely in his 
duchy. 

Boris, the unsuccessful aspirant to the Hungarian throne whose pre- 
tensions Lothar had set aside, again came forward, backed by the support 
of Duke Vladislav II of Bohemia and the influential Babenbergers. By 
a lavish distribution of money he had built up a strong position for 
himself ; he was regarded with favour by Conrad, with whom he had an 
interview at Aix-la-Chapelle early in the year 1146. A band of his 
followers, among them a number of ministeriales of Henry Jasomirgott 
returning to Hungary, made a sudden night attack upon the frontier 
fortress of Pressburg. The garrison was killed, captured, or dispersed. 
Geza, the Hungarian King, collected an army, moved on Pressburg, and 
recaptured it. He imputed, not without good grounds, the blame for 
this outrage to Conrad and the Duke of Bavaria, and only awaited 
an opportunity to take vengeance upon them. The moment came in 
September 1146. With an army reckoned at the incredible figure of 
seventy thousand men the King of Hungary crossed the frontier, fell 
upon the duke’s army near the banks of the Leitha, and after a fierce 
battle threw the German soldiers into confusion ; the victory was complete; 
the Duke of Bavaria himself only with difficulty reached the shelter of 
Vienna. 

The Babenbergers, who had thus been largely responsible for Conrad’s 
implication in the affairs of Poland, Bohemia, and Hungary, had in 
their own duchy of Bavaria disturbed the peace by a bitter feud, the 
origin of which is unknown, with the Bishop of JEtatisbon. The city of 
Katisbon was besieged by Duke Henry; the counti’y was burnt and 
plundered. The duke and his supporters, among them his brother-in-law 
the Duke of Bohemia, Frederick of Bogen, the cathedral advocatm , 
and Otto of Wittelsbach, the count-palatine, were placed under the ban 
of the Church by the bishop and his metropolitan Conrad of Salzburg. 
Conrad at last intervened, held a diet a.t Ratisbon, and reconciled the 
contending parties. 

To add to the misery of war and devastation from which the counti’y 
suffered, a famine of unheard-of severity broke out and spread through 
the whole of Germany. Every chronicler fills his narrative of the year 
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1146 with lamentations over the afflictions and misfortunes which heavily 
oppressed their unhappy land, Prices rose to unprecedented heights; in 
one place thirty -four shillings had to be paid for a measure of wheat; 
many sustained life merely on a diet of roots and herbs; many succumbed 
to a death from starvation. 

But the troubles which beset Germany lost significance in the minds 
of men when the news of great disasters in the East reached Europe. 
Edessa fell in 1144; Jerusalem itself was threatened. Pope Eugeni us III 
entrusted to Bernard of Clairvaux the preaching of a Crusade. In France 
the project was taken up with enthusiasm, and Louis VII himself took 
the cross at Easter 1146. The crusading spirit spread across the Rhine, 
but there St Bernard’s emissary, Ralph, a monk of Clairvaux, damaged 
the cause by raising the cry against the Jews instead of against the 
Turkish infidel. Persecution of the unhappy Israelites was the first sign 
of crusading ardour among the German people. St Bernard himself 
had to hasten into the country to counteract the misplaced zeal of 
his fellow-worker; but he had another end in view in this visit— it 
was to win Conrad for the enterprise. Early in November he reached 
Mayence, and proceeded almost at once to Frankfort, to meet the king. 
But Conrad hesitated; the condition of his kingdom hardly, he thought, 
justified his absence. At home and abroad he was faced with deter- 
mined enemies; the Welfic party, still unsubdued, were in the pay of 
Roger of Sicily, who hoped that by subsidising Conrad’s opponents at 
home he might prevent him from coming to Italy. However at the 
Christinas festival he was won over by the eloquence of the great preacher 
in the cathedral of Spires 1 . The danger of leaving Germany at such a 
critical time was much lessened by the fact that many of the thief princes 
of the Empire, among them Welf and Henry,. Duke of Bavaria, had 
either already taken the cross or how prepared to follow their king’s 
example. A great diet was held at Frankfort in the following spring 
(19 March 1147) to make the necessary arrangements for the expedition 
and for the government of Germany in the king’s absence. Conrad’s 
son Henry, a boy of ten years old, was elected king and crowned a week 
later at Aix-la-Chapelle; he was entrusted to the care of the Archbishop 
of Mayence, while the direction of the affairs of the kingdom was placed 
in the capable hands of Abbot Wibald of Stablo. To lighten the burdens 
of government a general peace was proclaimed throughout Germany. 
The large concourse of crusaders came together at Ratisbon in May 
1147. Conrad himself by boat, the army along the bank, set out down 
the Danube, pursuing the overland route to Constantinople and Pales- 

1 According to H. Cosack, Konrads III Entschluss mum Kreuzzug, MIOGF, xxxv 
(191.4), the decision was due not to the preaching of Bernard but to the news that 
Conrad’s enemy Welf VI had taken the cross on Christmas Eve. On the other 
hand, it is by no means certain that Conrad was in possession of this information 
when he took the decisive step. 
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tine. Some few days later another vast army- — the French crusaders — 
assembled at Metz and followed in the footsteps of the German host 
on its way eastward. 

In Saxony also the crusading spirit penetrated ; but the princes ob- 
tained leave from the Pope to direct their energies not against the Turk 
but against the heathen Slav 1 . On the death of Lothar development in 
these regions had received a sharp set-back. The civil war which followed 
Conrad's accession was the signal for a Wendish rebellion. The strong 
fortress of Segeberg was taken, the German settlements destroyed ; the 
town of Lubeck was burnt, the surrounding country devastated. The 
danger spread to Holstein, where the quick action of Henry of Bad wide 
alone saved the situation : he took the field in mid- winter (1138-9) and 
drove the Wends back across the Trave. But further progress was im- 
possible while Saxony was in the throes of civil war. Only when peace 
was restored in 1142 was the work of German expansion again undertaken. 
The revival was due to the energy and enterprise of the Count of Holstein, 
Adolf of Schauenburg 2 . In 1143, once more in possession of his county, 
he threw himself into the work of Germanising the Slavonic country with 
renewed vigour. Immigrants poured in from the over-populated districts 
of Westphalia, Frisia, and Holland, and received lands under the most 
favourable conditions of tenure. Lubeck was rebuilt and, owing to its 
excellent harbour, soon became the station through which all the trade 
between Scandinavia and Southern Europe passed; Adolf formed an 
alliance with Niclot, prince of the neighbouring Wendish tribe, the Obo- 
trites, to secure the protection of his town. Over and above its commercial 
advantages it became one of the centres for the work of conversion of 
the heathen, to which the priest Vicelin for many years past had devoted 
his life, and for which on 29 June 1147 the Saxon princes assembled at 
Magdeburg in fulfilment of their crusading vows. The news of the 
intended campaign roused the Wends to rebellion. Niclot, notwith- 
standing his alliance with Adolf, sailed up the Trave against Lubeck. 
The citizens, engaged in celebrating the feast of SS. John and Paul 
(26 June) and too drunken to offer effective resistance, were brutally 
massacred; the Slavs followed up their success, overran the whole province 
of Wagria to the very walls of Segeberg, its chief stronghold, burning 
and plundering as they went, killing those who resisted, and carrying the 
women and children into slavery. Their course was not however entirely 
unchecked ; the colonists of Eutin and Sussel effectively withstood the 
invaders who, hearing that Count Adolf was about to take the field 

1 The Saxon princes received all the privileges usually granted to crusaders; 
hut they wore, as a mark of distinction, the cross surrounded by a circle. Otto of 
Freising, Gesta Priderici, i, 40. 

2 He had been the victim of the personal animosity of Gertrude, who had con- 
firmed the grant of Holstein made by Albert the Bear* to Henry of Bad wide, 
Helicoid, (Jhron. & 'lav. x, 56. After Gertrude’s death the country was restored to 
Adolf, while Henry of Badwide was compensated with lauds elsewhere. 
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against them, wisely retired with their booty to the fortress of Dobin on 
the Lake of Schwerin. 

In the meanwhile the preparations for launching the Crusade were 
nearing completion. All the foremost men in Saxony, among them the 
young Duke Henry and his rival Albert the Bear, and from the south 
Conrad of Zahringen, gathered with their levies on the feast of SS. Peter 
and Paul at Magdeburg. But there were yet more to come in; without 
waiting for the loiterers, one part of the army, numbering some 40,000 
men, under the leadership of Duke Henry, Conrad of Zahringen, and 
Archbishop Adalbero of Bremen, set off against the rebellious Niclot in 
the fastness of Dobin. The Saxon host was reinforced by an army from 
Denmark, which had suffered severely from the inroads of the Slavs; and, 
though the country had been lacerated by civil war since the death of 
Eric III in 1146, the two claimants to the throne, Svein and Canute, 
had put aside their internal controversies in order to crush their common 
enemy. But the Crusade was doomed to failure. Private interests inter- 
posed, and. the aim that they set out to accomplish was neglected; disputes 
arose over territory not yet won, while the Saxon and Danish chiefs failed 
hopelessly to maintain any unity of action. On 31 July the Danes met 
with a serious defeat, and it was said the Germans received bribes to leave 
their Danish allies to their fate. When at last they succeeded in bringing 
Dobin to submission they granted very easy terms to the garrison; it was 
in the interest of the princes to keep a tributary population, and therefore 
they abstained from anything in the nature of annihilation ; hence to 
accept Christianity, to free the Danish prisoners, to cease from making 
devastating attacks across the border, were the only conditions imposed 
on the conquered Slavs. Even these moreover were not strictly enforced. 
They received Christianity only to renounce it as soon as they secured 
their liberty; of the Danish prisoners, only the old and infirm gained 
their freedom, while the more vigorous were retained as slaves. 

Hardly more successful were the achievements of the second army. 
Sixty thousand men under the command of Albert the Bear and a number 
of North German bishops, supplemented by large contingents from Poland 
and Bohemia, crossed the Elbe and advanced northward through the 
Havel country, while the Wends retreated into the inaccessible swamps 
and forests of the interior. The crusaders besieged the town of Demmin, 
and pushing on into Pomerania would have attacked Stettin had it 
not been for the Pomeranian Bishop Adalbert, the pupil of Otto of 
Bamberg, who realised that it would mean the undoing of the life-work 
of his master. They turned back from the Oder and early in September 
recrossed the Elbe, having accomplished nothing. The whole enterprise 
had entirely failed in its avowed purpose. The princes had made the 
crusading badge the pretext for a war of personal profit; the work of 
Adolf and Vicelin was retarded rather than promoted by these campaigns. 
The German colonists had to bear the brunt of the widespread devastation 
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and its resultant, severe famine. It was with the greatest difficulty that 
they were persuaded not to abandon their new homes, where they found 
it, in the circumstances, far from easy to maintain a livelihood. 

The years following the Wendish Crusade witness the rapid develop- 
ment of the power of Henry the Lion. The main obstacle in his path of 
progress was Hartwig, first provost, then, in 1148, Archbishop of Bremen, 
a man of worldly ideas, greedy of material wealth, ambitious for hier- 
archical power, whose aim was to restore the old supremacy of his see in 
northern Germany. As early as 1144, when Henry was but fourteen years 
old, the two had come to blows over a disputed inheritance, consequent 
upon the childless death of Count Rudolf of Stade. Conrad intervened 
and ultimately decided against the young duke, who had in the course of 
the quarrel given offence by capturing and imprisoning not only his rival 
Hartwig but the Archbishop Adalbero of Bremen himself. The result 
was a lifelong enmity between Henry and Hartwig and strained relations 
between Henry and the king. Hartwig, on his accession to the see in 
August 1148, first attempted to recover the suffragan bishoprics of 
Scandinavia which had been lost by the creation of the metropolitan 
diocese of Lund in 1104; but as the Pope refused to consider his request 
he turned his attention to the east, to the three bishoprics of Slavonia: 
Oldenburg, Mecklenburg, and Ratzburg. Oldenburg was given to Vicelin 
as a reward for his thirty years of missionary work, and Mecklenburg to 
a fellow-worker named Em mehard; good as the appointments were, they 
were made without reference either to Duke Henry or to Count Adolf; 
the former, who claimed the right of investiture, refused to give the lay 
support necessary for the progress of Vicelin’s work, the latter cut off* the 
tithes on which the church depended for its maintenance. Proselytism 
among the Wends remained at a deadlock until Vicelin, realising that 
only submission to the duke could enable him to continue his labours, 
despite the wishes of his metropolitan, received investiture from Henry’s 
hands at Liineburg (1151). 

In the summer of 1149 Conrad, after the disastrous failure of his 
Crusade, was again in Germany. His intention was now to make his long 
wished-for campaign to Italy with the twofold purpose of receiving the 
imperial crown and of subduing his enemy, Roger of Sicily, For the 
latter project he had, while staying at Constantinople on his return from 
Palestine, definitely clinched the alliance with the Eastern Emperor, 
Manuel, which had for some time past been the subject of negotiations 
and which had been strengthened by Manuel’s marriage with Conrad’s 
sister-in-law Bertha of Sulzbach in 1146. At the meeting of the two 
Emperors a joint expedition against Roger was arranged. This move was 
parried by a counterstroke from Roger; he had an interview with Welf, 
who returned from the East by way of Sicily, and agreed to pay him the 
yearly sum of a thousand marks for keeping the German king busy in his 
own kingdom. Conrad’s schemes for a visit to Italy were again frustrated ; 
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he found on his return to Germany that the work on his hands would 
keep him engaged north of the Alps for some time to come. 

At the great diet of Frankfort, when the plans for the Crusade had 
been arranged, Henry the Lion had raised his claim upon the dukedom 
of Bavaria ; he had denied the finality of the settlement reached and 
accepted by his guardians in his name at Frankfort five years earlier. 
Without giving a decisive answer Conrad postponed the question till his 
return ; it now required an answer, and it became daily more certain that 
if the answer should be unfavourable to Henry there would again be 
recourse to arms. For war Conrad was but poorly equipped. Whereas 
Henry’s position during the last two years had been steadily growing 
stronger, Conrad’s had grown perceptibly weaker. He had, for instance, 
by his injudicious interference in the affairs of the Burgundian kingdom 
estranged the powerful Swabian family of Zahringen ; Conrad with his 
son Berthold definitely declared for the Welfs, and sealed the alliance by 
a marriage between his daughter Clementia and the Duke of Saxony. On 
the other hand, in Saxony itself the king could rely on some support. 
Henry’s strong rule had made him enemies, his increasing power in the 
country beyond the Elbe was not entirely popular with the Saxon princes, 
and, most important of all, his rival Albert the Bear had recently 
strengthened his hand by the acquisition of the district which about this 
time came to be known under the name of its principal town, Branden- 
burg 1 . Immediately on Conrad’s return, Henry renewed his claim upon 
the duchy of Bavaria, and, as the king took no steps to deal with the 
matter, quietly assumed the title of Duke of Bavaria and Saxony 2 . 

Tedious negotiations, frequent diets, underhand diplomacy, characterise 
the development of the dispute during the remainder of Conrad’s lifetime. 
The impetuous and premature campaign of Welf in Swabia in February 
1150, his siege of the Hohenstaufen castle of Flochberg, and his utter 
defeat at the hands of the young King Henry, made little difference to 
the situation. An equally ineffective and brief campaign by Duke Henry 
himself in Bavaria, the details of which are unknown, resulted only in a 
truce and more negotiations. Conrad’s feverish anxiety to make his 
journey to Home (he was urged on by embassies from Venice and Con- 
stantinople, and 8 September 1152 had been fixed for the setting-out of the 
expedition) is the only justification for the means he now employed 
during time of truce to crush his rival. With the object of undermining 
Henry’s authority in Saxony itself, he sent his chaplain, Herbert, to sow 
dissension among the Saxon princes, and he himself soon followed to Goslar 

1 It was bequeathed by the Slavonic prince Plotislav, who died childless in 1150. 
Cf. Henricus de Antwerpe, Tvmtatus de Captione urbis Brandenburg, MGH, Script 
xxv, 482, ff Et cum non haberet heredem, March ionem Albertum sui principatus 
instituit successorem.” 

2 <c Dux Bavariae et Saxoniae” appears in a document of 13 September 1149. 
Bernhard!, op. cit. 839, n. 3. 
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with the intention of besieging the duke’s capital, Brunswick. The 
strictest secrecy was observed with regard to his plans and movements, 
while a close watch was kept upon Henry, who was then in Swabia, to 
prevent him returning to his duchy where his personal influence would be 
the undoing of the king’s plans. Henry, however, eluded his watchers, 
escaped in disguise from Swabia (December 1151), and after five days 
hard riding appeared unexpectedly at Brunswick. Conrad’s schemes com- 
pletely collapsed ; and having no heart to continue the struggle he 
withdrew hastily to Goslar and soon abandoned Saxony altogether. This 
unlucky and degrading enterprise was the last event in a far from brilliant 
career; Conrad fell ill at Bamberg, and died on 15 February 1152. 

Failure was the keynote of the reign of the first king of the house of 
Hohenstaufen. Failure dogged his steps in every enterprise. In spite of 
long fighting and interminable diplomacy, the Welfs remained unsubdued ; 
a brilliantly equipped expedition to Syria had ended in a dismal 
catastrophe; the king’s intervention in the quarrels of his neighbours 
achieved nothing; for the first time since the revival of the Empire by 
Otto the Great the German king had not been crowned at Rome. The 
early promise of Conrad as the young, energetic, popular anti-king to 
Lothar remained sadly unfulfilled when he came to rule as a lawful 
sovereign. Yet it is difficult to see the cause of this almost uninterrupted 
misadventure. The bulk of his subjects, jealous of the over-great power 
of the Welfs, were ready to give him their support and accept him as 
their champion. Nor had his difficulties their origin in the fatal quarrel 
with the Church which had been the undoing of the Salian Emperors. 
On the contrary he was in harmony with Rome, he interfered not at all 
in ecclesiastical elections, his zeal for the protection of the Church and 
its property against lay aggression was worthy of all praise; he was a 
devoted son of the Church. “Never,” says Giesebrecht, “had the concord 
between Church and State been greater.” His character and attainments 
would justify the highest hopes for the success of his rule. The poet- 
chronicler Godfrey of Viterbo compares him to the ancient personifications 
of the virtues : “ a Seneca in council, a Paris in appearance, a Hector in 
battle.” 1 Abbot Wibald of Stable, a man of shrewd judgment and great 
sincerity and candour, cannot speak too highly of his Emperor’s character; 
piety, clemency; moderation, generosity, intellectual ability, sense of 
humour are all the subject of his praise 2 ; bravery and tireless energy 
were his to a remarkable degree. Such in the eyes of contemporaries was 
the man who beyond a doubt lowered the prestige of Germany. The 
difficulties with which he was confronted were certainly great; to the 
political troubles were added those arising from bad harvests and conse- 
quent famine and discontent. In spite of his many fine qualities he 

1 MGII, Script, xxii, p. 263, 51. 

2 See e.g. Epistolae 364 and 375 in Jaffe, Monumenta Corbciensia. 
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seems to have lacked foresight and statesmanship; his policy was often 
undecided or injudicious. Disappointment at his initial lack of success 
brought out the weaker sides of his character, and the chaotic state of 
things which prevailed during his last years was the result. It is curious 
to notice that but one contemporary writer connects the disorders of the 
kingdom in any way with its ruler. The royal chronicle of Cologne, after 
eulogising the king’s merits, remarks: “under him the country began to 
be ruined by misfortune.” Indeed it required all the powers of states- 
manship with which his nephew Frederick Barbarossa was so richly 
endowed to extricate Germany from the disruptive condition in which 
Conrad left it. 



on. x. 



CHAPTER XI. 


ITALY, 1126-1152. 

The treaty which was concluded at Worms in 11 £2 between Pope 
Calixtus II and the Emperor Henry V marks the close of a great 
period of history. With that treaty the long contest which took its 
name from the question of Investitures ended, when its chief interest 
was becoming exhausted and new times were bringing new tendencies. 
Neither power could boast a complete victory. The strength of an idea, 
the unity of Christendom, which animated both Empire and Papacy, 
formed a bulwark to each institution against every attempt of the other 
towards full supremacy. Yet, during the strife, the Papacy had vastly 
improved its political position, more especially in relation to the Empire. 
Raised to a great moral height by the internal reform which had been 
effected, chiefly by the impulse given by the genius of Gregory VII, the 
Papacy had conquered in the world a very different position from that 
which it had held in the time of the Ottos and the early Henries. The 
universality of its spiritual jurisdiction was now recognised, and, if 
causes of new discords could arise with regard to the frontiers between 
that jurisdiction and other powers, at least the Papacy’s independence of 
those powers was securely established. On its side, the Empire had con- 
tested with energy the papal claims and the tendency of the Church to 
withdraw itself, even in temporal things, from the dominion of every 
royal right, and to create almost a State within the State. Owing to 
this opposition, the Church had been obliged to accept limits and 
restraints for its aggressive and domineering inclinations. Still, the long 
resistance of the Papacy, and its preaching of the First Crusade, which 
it proclaimed to the world while the Empire, its foe, could take no part 
therein, diminished the ideal conception of the universal power of the 
Emperor. He was in so far placed in a position of inferiority towards 
the Pope, who was establishing himself securely as lord of souls and 
spiritual director of the world. 

Meanwhile, in Italy throughout the eleventh century there were 
developing the hidden seeds of a great transformation. The ancient 
Latin civilisation, torpid for centuries but never dead, was slowly awaking. 
The new elements in the population, which one after another had pene- 
trated into Italy, had at last completed their laborious fusion with the 
ancient elements, which, as they absorbed them, joined with them in 
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unfolding the beginning of a new life. In North Italy the distance of 
the imperial authority had favoured the almost unnoted development of 
another factor in Italian life, the Commune, which speedily grew vigorous, 
especially in Lombardy, and diminished or annihilated the strength of 
feudal institutions, and was soon to stand proud and threatening even in 
face of the Emperor. Intellectual culture, which had never entirely failed 
among Italian laymen even when it had sunk to its lowest point among 
the clergy, took on a new development ; at the same time as agriculture, 
manufactures and commerce began to flourish in Lombardy and Central 
Italy, and, reaching the sea-routes, came to Venice, to Pisa, and to Genoa, 
whose maritime power spread daily more and more. The exuberant 
growth, the wealth, the vigour of the communes nourished in them a need 
of independence, which, on one side, undermined the foundations of the 
power of the feudal nobility, and, on the other, rendered those sturdy 
plebeians impatient of the rights and authority which were claimed over 
them by the Empire. Southern Italy and Sicily contained districts which 
were prosperous owing to the richness of the soil and the long tradition 
of maritime commerce; and there the Norman princes were gathering 
together in one dominion the various elements which co-existed in regions 
occupied for centuries by rulers so diverse in tendencies of civilisation, in 
religion, and in race. It was a combination not yet close and united, but 
already strong through the energy, the wealth, and the fine political 
ability of the Norman dynasty, ever on the watch to draw new advantages 
from the various relations, sometimes friendly, sometimes hostile, in 
which it stood with the Empires of East and West, and the near and 
jealous authority of the Roman pontiffs. The Norman princes aroused 
both the good wishes and the fears of the Church; the Papacy saw in 
their growing power the possibility of a support for itself, but still more 
the development of a neighbour which was too strong and ever determined 
to use its strength without scruple. 

The new period of the relations of Italy and the Papacy with the 
Empire began soon after the conclusion of the Concordat of Worms, 
on the death of the Emperor Henry V in 1125 and the extinction 
of the Franconian house. In Germany there was discord over the election 
of a new king. At the Diet of Mayence, on 30 August 1125, Lothar of 
Supplinburg, Duke of Saxony, was elected King of the Romans, but not 
without opposition. A powerful party favoured another candidate, 
Frederick of Hohenstaufen, Duke of Swabia. He was considered both 
the natural successor of Henry V to whom he was nearly related, and the 
heir of the political traditions of the Salian house. The ecclesiastical 
party in Germany, on the other hand, favoured Lothar, and it was 
possible for Pope Honorius II, in supporting the Saxon, to shew clearly 
all the weight and importance of his aid. Lothar was elected, but 
Frederick of Swabia did not submit to the election, and civil war burst 
out in Germany, putting the Crown in a danger which the beginning of 
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an unfortunate war with Bohemia rendered the more serious. In such 
grave circumstances, Lothar naturally appreciated all the value of the 
Church’s help, and he found the Pope eager to give it, whether in order 
to profit thereby in gaining a better position in his relations with the 
Empire, or because of the fear with which the anti-papal tendencies of 
the Hohenstaufen inspired him. 

In fact, the Pope, on his side, had need of Lothar, and understood 
all the opportunities offered by an alliance with him. While the principle 
of papal authority had been so exalted in the face of the royal authority 
and in the conscience of distant peoples, the Pope did not find close at 
hand that deference and submission which would allow his activity to 
develop. In South Italy, the Norman policy upset all the papal schemes 
and claims. William, Duke of Apulia, died childless at Salerno in 1127, 
and Roger II, Count of Sicily, who claimed to be his natural heir, 
hastened to Apulia to take possession of his lands. The Pope, invoking 
his feudal suzerainty over William’s territories, proceeded to Benevento, 
and hurled sentence of excommunication against Roger, who, far from 
being terrified, countered him by laying waste the Beneventan country- 
side. The Pope stirred up Robert, Prince of Capua, and many barons 
against his foe, but was soon, against his will, obliged to yield, and in 
August 1128 had to submit to invest Roger with the duchy of Apulia 
and Calabria. Thus a strong monarchy was founded, while for the moment 
there remained no other advantage to the Papacy than a theoretic right 
of suzerainty over it. 

Meanwhile, in Latium the more powerful barons exercised a lordship 
against which the forces of Honorius were spent in continual war. Rome 
itself, although always divided by the factions of the more powerful 
families, seems to have allowed him to enjoy some kind of peace ; but it 
was a truce rather than a peace, as his successors were very soon to learn. 
The ferment of political life, which was raising up the other Italian 
communes, was working too in Rome, and rendered the citizens ever more 
impatient of the pontifical rule, to which they had never felt themselves 
wholly subject. Never quite autonomous, never quite subjects either of 
Pope or Emperor, the medieval Romans were for centuries in a truly 
singular position. At this time events were pending which were to deter- 
mine Rome’s tendencies towards communal autonomy, and cause the vain 
dream of lost greatness to hover over the Capitol. 

To these diverse circumstances, which caused Honorius to desire the 
coming of Lothar, there was added another which gave him motive and 
opportunity to repeat the invitation to hasten to Rome for the imperial 
crown. In Germany, the party favourable to the house of Swabia not 
only was still in revolt but in December 1127 at Spires had raised up 
another king against Lothar in the person of Conrad of Hohenstaufen, 
brother to Frederick of Swabia, who agreed to the election. Conrad, 
leaving his brother in Germany to defend his cause in arms, descended 
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into Italy, where Anselm Pusterla, Archbishop of Milan, placed the Iron 
Crown on his head; and the new king immediately advanced his claims 
to the inheritance of Countess Matilda. These claims alone, without any 
other reasons, would have sufficed to make Honorius his enemy; and the 
Pope did not hesita,te to excommunicate him along with the archbishop 
who had crowned him. In spite of the excommunication, however, Conrad 
maintained himself in Italy, and found his chief support in the Milanese, 
who were to be later such bold and tenacious adversaries of his house. 

On 13 February 1130 Honorius II died at Rome, and his death was the 
beginning of a most dangerous schism in the Church. On the same day 
Cardinal Gregory, titular of Sant’’ Angelo, and Cardinal Peter, titular of 
St Calixtus, were elected almost at the same moment, and took respec- 
tively the names of Innocent II and Anacletus II. Both were members of 
powerful Roman houses: Innocent belonged to the Papareschi, Anacletus 
to the Pierleoni 1 . Their elevation threw Rome into discord. Both 
elections had been hasty, both perhaps hardly canonical ; but there were 
plausible reasons for maintaining the validity of either, and the case was 
doubtful. Without delay both the claimants vigorously maintained their 
pretensions before the world, and both turned to Lothar with the object 
of attracting his support; but Lothar, doubtful and occupied with 
German affairs, at first avoided declaring for either. It was indubitably 
most important to obtain the recognition of the Emperor-designate, but 
other powerful influences affected Christendom and served to decide its 
future. From the beginning, while Christendom was still uncertain 
between the two rivals, Innocent appeared more confident in himself and 
in his right, and this confidence was not without its value. Thanks to 
the great power of the Pierleoni, who held the upper hand in Rome, 
Anacletus, master of the Vatican and supported by the greatest Roman 
nobles, soon forced Innocent to take to flight; he went by sea to Pisa, 
and thence by way of Genoa betook himself to France. He found his 
chief stay in St Bernard, who after a brief hesitation espoused his cause. 
This extraordinary man, whose fascination drew his contemporaries 
irresistibly whithersoever his inspired zeal called them, soon saw with 
what troubles a schism at that time would be charged, and threw himself 
into a combat for the unity of the Church. His influence had the greatest 
weight. The Kings of France and England decided for Innocent, and one 
after the other in January 1131 met him with every demonstration of 
reverence and honour. Their example was soon followed by the King of 
the Romans. On 22 March 1131, Innocent and Lothar met at Liege, 
where the Pope held a synod, in which he hurled the anathema against 
Anacletus and against Conrad and Frederick of Hohenstaufen. A few 
days later, on 29 March, Innocent repaired to the cathedral with great 

1 The Pierleoni were descended from a converted Jew, Benedict, who lived 
e. 1020, a relative of whom Pope Gregory VI (John Gratian) seems to have been. 
Cf. It. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, Proc. Brit. Acad. Vol. vin. 
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pomp, while the king acted as his squire and held the bridle of his horse; 
then the Pope solemnly placed the royal crown on the heads of Lotliar 
and of his wife Richenza. At the meeting at Liege it was settled that 
Lothar should proceed to Rome to receive the imperial crown, and to 
recover for Innocent the city from the anti-Pope. Taking the oppor- 
tunity, Lothar attempted to re-open the question of Investitures, and to 
recover the advantages which the Empire had lost; but he met with 
a firm resistance, and St Bernard, along with the German prelates who 
were in favour of the rights of the Church, supported the Pope. Lothar 
understood that it would be unwise to insist, and was obliged to yield 
and abandon the attempt. 

The schism could now be considered as overcome in the main; but 
Anacletus had still sufficient strength to resist the recognised Pope. The 
cities of north and central Italy, intent on their special interests, had not 
been much excited over the schism, but sided in general with Innocent, 
with the exception of Milan, which favoured Anacletus more owing to its 
political opposition to Lothar than for any other reason. Yet Anacletus 
was master of Rome, and, strongly established there, had turned to the 
south for aid and become closely allied to Roger of Sicily, The shrewd 
Norman was not slow to see the profit which he could gain from this 
alliance. He met Anacletus at Avellino on 27 September 11 SO, and, in 
return for an annual tribute in recognition of the papal suzerainty, 
obtained the title of “King of Sicily and of the Duchies of Apulia and 
Calabria.” Thus the foundation of a southern monarchy, to which 
Honorius II had formerly agreed with reluctance, was now consecrated by 
the concessions of an anti-Pope, which in the sequel were to be confirmed 
and permanently recognised by the legitimate pontifical authority. 

Although the state of the German kingdom was anything but quiet, 
it was indispensable that Lothar should turn his thoughts to Italy, and, 
after making his authority prevail there, come back to Germany with 
the prestige and strength which the imperial crown would gain him. In 
the summer of 1132 he started; but the harassing circumstances of 
the time did not allow him to collect a strong army. Accompanied 
by Queen Richenza, he passed the Alps and descended into Italy. From 
the first, owing to the scanty forces at his disposal and the hostility of 
powerful communes like Verona and Milan, he could make little show of 
authority. He attempted in vain to subdue Crema, and, after having lost 
a month in the useless siege, had to cross Lombardy warily, avoiding the 
places which shewed themselves hostile and approaching those cities 
which favoured him more by reason of their enmity to Milan than 
because of their reverence for the Empire. In November, he met Innocent;, 
who had preceded him to Lombardy, and on the plain of Roneaglia held 
a diet, in which he consulted on the general condition of the Church and 
the Empire with the Pope and such Lombards as had answered his 
summons. Together with the Pope lie marched from Piacenza towards 
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Rome, slowly journeying amid populations which greeted him with 
coldness or hostility. His position could have become very dangerous, if 
Roger II had been in a condition to face him and annihilate his forces 
at one blow, and so assure Rome to Anacletus and to himself the 
unquestioned recognition of his kingdom of Sicily. But in the summer 
of 1132 a revolt of the barons of the Regno 1 , followed by a severe defeat, 
put Roger’s crown in peril; he was obliged to withdraw to Sicily to pre- 
pare a reaction, whilst Benevento, rebelling against Anacletus, opened its 
gates to the legates of Innocent II. Even with this advantage, however, 
the Pope and Lothar were in the midst of great difficulties, and the 
advance towards Rome proceeded most slowly. Quitting Lothar, the 
Pope went to Pisa, where, aided at Genoa by St Bernard, he succeeded 
with much ado in composing a peace between the Pisans and Genoese, 
which assured him the assistance of the two rival sea-powers. He joined 
the king again at Viterbo, and went thence with him to Rome. Some 
attempts of Anacletus to justify his claim before Lothar gave rise to 
negotiations which had no success. 

Lothar remained some weeks at Rome, while these negotiations 
continued ; perhaps he and Innocent craftily hoped to gain by them 
possession of the church of St Peter, and to perform there according to 
ancient custom the ceremony of coronation. But St Peter’s, like the 
greater part of the city, remained in the hands of Anacletus and his 
partisans. On 4 June 1133 Lothar and Richenza assumed the imperial 
crown in the Lateran, after Lothar had taken the customary oath to the 
Pope and guaranteed the privileges of the city. The aid given to 
Innocent in Rome had amounted to very little, and a longer stay in 
Italy was impossible for Lothar, who was obliged at once to think of his 
return. Before separating, however, Pope and Emperor confirmed in 
substance the Concordat of Worms, and came to an agreement over their 
respective claims to the inheritance of Countess Matilda. The Pope 
conceded the use of it to Lothar and his son-in-law Henry, Duke of 
Bavaria, for their lifetime ; they were to hold it of the Church, to which 
it should return at their deaths. Thus Matilda’s lands were held by the 
Emperor as a fief from the Pope. Morally the Papacy rose ever higher 
in comparison with the Empire. The coronation and its significance 
were commemorated in a painting placed in the Lateran, which repre- 
sented Lothar at the feet of the Pope at the moment of receiving the 
crown ; and beneath it were to be read these two lines, which were later 
to give rise to bitter complaints, for they contained a bold assertion of 
the complete supremacy of the Papacy: 

Rex stetit ante fores, iurans prius Urbis honores; 

Post homo fit Papae, sumit quo dante ooronam. 

1 We adopt on occasion the convenient Italian use of “the Regno (Kingdom)” as 
a general name for “the kingdom of Sicily, and of the duchies of Apulia and Cala- 
bria,” to avoid unnecessary confusion With the island of Sicily. 
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The return of Lothar to Germany left Innocent II in an extremely 
perilous situation in Rome, confined as he was within a small district of 
the city, and almost besieged by the powerful Anacletus and his more 
numerous partisans. King Roger, with fresh troops collected in Sicily, had 
returned, victorious and menacing, to Apulia. Thereon Innocent was forced 
once more to flee from. Rome and take refuge at Pisa. But his situation was 
far from being desperate. Their jealousy of Roger's sea-power silenced for 
a moment the rivalry of Genoa and Pisa, and united the two republics in 
favour of Innocent, who therefore met with an honourable reception at 
Pisa, and there held a synod. Although an exile from his see, he 
was now universally recognised as head of Christendom, and the little 
opposition that was left continually decreased. Even the Milanese 
yielded to the fiery fascination of St Bernard, who had visited them ; 
they came over to Innocent’s side, and abandoned their Archbishop, 
Anselm Pusterla. The schism, now confined to Rome and South Italy, 
could not have long duration. 

The auguries were more propitious for Lothar in Germany, and, now 
that his prestige was increased by the imperial crown, the current of 
opinion flowed in his favour. Neither Conrad of Hohenstaufen in Italy 
nor his brother Frederick in Germany had succeeded in gaining the 
upper hand, in spite of the faction-discords which disturbed Germany 
and weakened the royal power. An energetic campaign soon compelled 
Frederick of Swabia, and then Conrad, to submit. The Emperor shewed 
generosity to them. He left them in possession of their lands and honours 
on condition that they accompanied him in his second descent into Italy; 
thither the Pope had recalled him, and he himself felt the need of re- 
turning in order to establish his authority in Lombardy and to destroy 
the power of Roger. 

With German affairs thus settled, the Emperor, in a diet held at 
Spires at the beginning of 1186, announced his approaching expedition 
to Italy, and devoted himself to the preparations. In August he left 
Germany, and, by the Brenner Pass, descended into the Valley of Trent with 
a great following of soldiers and barons, chief among them Conrad of 
Hohenstaufen, who was now high in his favour. Faced by such great 
forces, the Lombard cities did not offer any noteworthy resistance, and 
Lothar could traverse Upper Italy, meeting no ill reception, and making 
the fear of his authority and the advantages of his protection felt both 
by hostile and friendly districts. 

But, far more than Upper Italy, the Emperor, incited by Venice 
and by the Byzantine Court, which were jealous of Roger’s growing 
power by sea, aimed at the South, where he was ambitious of re- 
viving the power of the Empire after the fashion of Otto the Great 
and Henry III. Dividing his army into two corps, he entrusted one to 
his son-in-law Henry, Duke of Bavaria, who -with three thousand men- 
at-arms was to restore throughout Tuscany the imperial authority, and 
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then together with the Pope to pass through the States of the Church. 
Meanwhile, the Emperor with the main body was to reach Apulia by the 
eastern route through the March of Ancona, and there to meet the other 
corps. The two armies both made their strength severely felt on the 
districts they traversed, wasting them and compelling them to submit. 
Duke Henry met the Pope and marched with him southwards without 
touching at Rome, so as not to delay the enterprise against Roger. The 
Emperor and the Pope in their victorious career joined forces at Bari at 
the end of May 1137, and the submission of Bari decided that of a great 
part of Apulia and Calabria. Meanwhile, the ships of Pisa and Amalfi 
attacked the coastal cities and especially Salerno, but a dispute which 
arose between the Pisans and the Pope and Emperor prevented the capture 
of the fortress of Salerno, which remained in the hands of Rogers 
garrison. Roger, feeling that he could not repel this impetuous invasion, 
had retired to Sicily to await events and the opportune moment. The 
Pope and the Emperor, thus become masters of South Italy, thought 
of entrusting the duchy of Apulia to Rainulf, Count of Alife, whose 
strength and fidelity, they were sure, would hold the duchy against 
Roger. But at the moment of investing him there broke out a grave 
dissension between Lothar and Innocent, which marked once again how 
delicate and difficult the relations between Pope and Emperor always 
were, even when they most sought to act in accord. Each of them claimed 
the suzerainty over the reconquered lands and the right of investing 
Rainulf. It was a bitter dispute which lasted almost a month, and was 
finally removed by a kind of simultaneous double investiture. Pope and 
Emperor, each holding at the same time the symbolic banner of investi- 
ture, gave it together to Rainulf. And this was not the only cause of 
dissension which arose at this time, when the interests of the moment 
were able to lull, but not to extinguish, the profound antagonisms which 
lay hid in the relations between the Empire and the Church. 

In September 1137 Innocent and Lothar started on their return. 
Re-entering Roman territory, they proceeded to the monastery of Farfa 
in Sabina, and Lothar continued his way to Germany. Like many other 
imperial expeditions in Italy, that of Lothar did not leave behind it 
durable results, but it had served to recall to men’s minds the authority 
of the Empire, and had secured to the Pope the means of re-entering 
Rome and putting an end to the schism. It seemed that Lothar, on his 
return to Germany, would be able to extend his power and guide with 
confidence the fortunes of the Empire. But those fortunes were about 
to be entrusted to other hands. Scarcely had he surmounted the Alps, 
when the old Emperor died on his march through the Tyrol on 4 December 
1137, and the Empire again lacked a ruler. The fear of a fresh civil war, 
and the suspicions which the power of Lothar’s son-in-law, Henry of 
Bavaria, aroused, smoothed the way for Conrad of Hohenstaufen, who 
was elected King of the Romans on 7 March 1138 and on 13 March wsa 
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crowned at Aix-la-Chapelle. With him began that powerful dynasty 
which was to exercise so unique an influence on the history of Italy. 

The abasement of Roger’s power had so lamed the strength of the 
Pierleoni that the Frangipani, getting the upper hand once more, could 
lead back Innocent II and give him again authority in Rome; while the 
eloquence of St Bernard aided the Pontiff to blot out the last traces of 
the schism and was detaching from the anti-Pope Anacletus the adherents 
who were left him. Meantime, scarcely had Lothar gone, before Roger left 
Sicily and disembarked his forces at Salerno, bent on recovering his lost 
lands. The new Duke of Apulia attacked and routed him ; but Roger 
did not therefore give up his enterprise. St Bernard, meanwhile, visited 
him, and sought to induce him to abandon the anti-Pope; and Roger, 
seeing the profit to be gained, proposed a conference of three cardinals 
of Innocent and three of Anacletus to discuss the proposals on each side. 
The conference took place, and St Bernard succeeded in detaching from 
Anacletus his most authoritative and best reputed partisan, Cardinal 
Peter Pisano. With this desertion the schism could be said to be at 
an end; but the crafty Roger did not yet abandon Anacletus, and, 
when the anti-Pope died (25 January 1138), caused the few remaining 
schismatic cardinals to elect a new anti -Pope, who took the name of 
Victor IV ; but he held out only a little time, and was soon obliged to 
renounce his pretensions. Roger continued the contest, though avoiding 
a pitched battle, and throughout 1138 South Italy was desolated by the 
war. Next year, fortune became favourable to the King of Sicily. The 
death of Duke Rainulf removed the most formidable of his competitors, 
and he could more energetically undertake the recovery of the Regno. 
Innocent II, after he had held a council (the Second Lateran), in which 
he annulled all the appointments made by Anacletus and with his own 
hands stripped the schismatic bishops of the ensigns of their dignity, 
inarched in arms against Roger, who surrounded him, took him prisoner, 
and, shewing him great respect, treated with him for peace. The Pope was 
compelled to recognise Roger’s royal dignity and to confirm as valid all 
the concessions he had obtained from Anacletus. Thus ended the war 
between the Pope and the Norman prince; Innocent, like Leo IX, re- 
turned humiliated to Rome; there new mutations awaited him. 

That tendency which had already raised to such strength the cities 
of Lombardy and Central Italy, and had caused municipal life and 
liberties to grow so exuberantly in them, began to make itself felt in 
Rome also, although the city was under different conditions, which were 
not favourable to the development of a potent communal life. Situated 
in the midst of a region rendered Unhealthy by long neglect and not made 
prosperous by agriculture or trade, torn by the factions of a rude and 
powerful nobility, in theory the seat of the Empire which still claimed 
its rights over it, and lastly the seat of the Popes who considered it as 
their patrimony and subject to their rule, Rome could with difficulty 
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produce a commune which would be capable of rising to the dignity and 
strength of an independent State. But the spirit which animated other 
cities had also entered into Rome, and made it feel more vividly the 
desire of asserting itself, especially when causes of dissension arose between 
the citizens and the Pope. In the last years of Innocent this spirit of 
independence flamed out more hotly, and caused the beginning of a new 
and not inglorious period in the life of the commune. 

Little by little, amid the factions which split up the great baronial 
families, and under the insecure rule of the Popes, there had gradually 
formed in Rome a kind of lesser nobility, which had similar interests to 
the people’s, and thereby, in alliance with the people, gathered strength. 
From it the people acquired a consciousness of itself and of its civil rights. 
The re-awakening of the ideas of antiquity, which began to spread widely 
in Italy at this time, could not be without influence in Rome, where the 
memory of ancient greatness had been a vain but continual regret 
through the centuries. The union of the people with the growing minor 
nobility had furthered the organising of their forces, of which even the 
Popes had sometimes made use. 

The Romans had favoured Innocent IPs enterprise against Roger, and 
when the Pope was compelled to make peace they, in discontent, wished 
the Pope to tear up the treaty to which he had been forced to subscribe 
when he was a prisoner at the mercy of his conqueror. Innocent did not 
agree, and the Romans were irritated; but a graver cause of dissension 
became manifest soon afterwards in a question which touched them more 
nearly. Among all the surrounding districts, Rome was specially hostile 
to Tivoli. In 1141, to subdue this city, the Pope sent the Romans to 
besiege it; they were driven back and withdrew from the siege, meditating 
revenge. When they returned to the attack, Tivoli surrendered to the 
Pope, who concluded peace without consulting Rome, and Rome, aflame 
with wrath, demanded of the Pope that he should dismantle and com- 
pletely destroy the rival town. The Pope would not yield, and there 
followed a revolution which changed the state of the city. 

The insurgent Romans, in 1143, proclaimed on the Capitol the 
constitution of the republic, “renewed” the Senate 1 , excluding therefrom 
the Prefect, the ancient warden of order, and almost all the greater 
nobility, although they may have had Jordan Pierleoni, a brother of 
Anacletus, as their leader. While they declared that they recognised the 
imperial authority which was far away and not too burdensome, they 
asserted especially their independence of the Pope, whom they wished to 
be despoiled of his temporalities, saying that he ought to live on offerings 

1 It is disputed whether the term “Senators,” when it occurs before 1143, denotes 
really a consultative assembly or is merely a collective term for the greater nobles. 
See L. Halphen, Etudes sur l J administration de Rome au moyen age (751-1252), 
who decides for the second alternative. The passage in the text has been slightly 
revised in view of M. Halphen’s work. 
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and tithes. In these straits Innocent died (24 September 1143); he was 
succeeded in the space of a few months first by Celestine II and then by 
Lucius II, who wrote to King Conrad, stating his grievances against the 
Homans, and asking for his protection. The Romans meanwhile (1144) 
raised Jordan Pierleoni to the, perhaps dictatorial, office of Patrician, 
a reminiscence of the days of the Crescentii. Lucius even attempted to 
take the Capitol by force and overturn the Senate; but he was repulsed, 
and one report says that he was wounded with a stone during the 
attack. Shortly afterwards he died, worn-out and discouraged, on 
15 February 1145. 

Terrified atnid the armed Romans, the cardinals immediately agreed 
on the election of the Pisan Bernard, Abbot of Sant 1 Anastasio ad Aquas 
Salvias, a disciple of St Bernard; he was very apprehensive at his election, 
and to the cardinals who chose him he wrote in wonder and fear lest he 
should be unequal to the heavy burden in such difficult times. He took 
the name of Eugenius III, and shewed as time went on much greater 
capacity in the government of the Church than St Bernard had suspected. 
Hardly was he elected when he was obliged to quit the city, which rioted 
for the recognition of the Senate and the Republic. lie was consecrated 
in the monastery of Farfa, and then betook himself to Viterbo, while 
Rome consolidated its new state and rendered for the moment his return 
impossible. 

The constitution of the republic did not, however, imply in the mind 
of the Romans the cessation of the idea of an imperial and papal Rome, 
which to the thought of medieval Christendom was, so to sav, the pivot 
of the social unity of mankind. In fact, the Romans desired to shake off 
the yoke of the Pope’s temporal sovereignty, and to live as a free com- 
mune; they associated with, the idea of independence"the vast and 
confused memories of the greatness of the Empire in which they placed 
their pride, without being aware that the Empire was now German, and 
that the glorious name of Rome served to cover the German pretensions 
to rule in Italy. These feelings of the Romans found characteristic 
expression in a letter which they addressed later to King Conrad, inviting 
him to come to Rome to receive the imperial crown, and there to take 
up his residence. 

“All that we do,” they wrote, “we do for your honour and in fealty 
to you.” And they assured him that they had restored the Senate 
in order to exalt the Empire to the rank it held in the times of 
Constantine and Justinian, and that they had destroyed the houses and 
towers of the barons of the city who were preparing to resist the 
Empire in alliance with the Pope and the King of Sicily. None the less 
the Romans soon began to experience the difficulty of realising their 
intentions. The Pope found aid in the jealous distrust inspired by 
the new-born republic, which desired to extend its supremacy outside 
Rome and to dominate its neighbours. The imperilled cities round, and 
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the high Roman nobility threatened in its possessions in the Campagna, 
whence it drew its strength, all joined the papal side. The city was 
obliged to yield to their united forces, receive the Pope anew within its 
walls, restore the authority of the Prefect, and recognise the sovereignty 
of the Church. Thus at the close of 1145 the Pope could re-enter Rome 
and there celebrate Christmas with solemn pomp; yet he, too, had not 
the strength to maintain himself. In spite of the concessions it had made, 
the new republic remained firmly seated on the Capitol', and the authority 
of the Senate continued to hold its own in face of the Pope. New dis- 
sensions soon broke out, and Eugenius, unable to make his will prevail, 
was constrained after a few months to abandon the city a second time, 
and repair again to Viterbo, whence he betook himself to Pisa. 

This second exile shewed clearly that Eugenius could not hope that 
his throne in Rome would be stable without Conrad’s help; and so he 
would have wished the king to hasten to Italy for the imperial coronation. 
But the king was preoccupied with German affairs, and, without refusing 
point-blank, avoided giving a definite reply; he continued to defer it, 
unmoved even by the fiery appeal of St Bernard, who exhorted him to go 
to defend the Church against the Roman people, a people accursed and 
riotous, incapable of rightly measuring their own strength, who in their 
folly and rage had attempted a great sacrilege. In spite of the exhorta- 
tions of Bernard, who warned him not to listen to opposite counsels, 
Conrad, who had his own plans with regard to Italian affairs, continued 
to temporise. He aimed at linking his expedition to Italy with an 
entente with Constantinople, and perhaps too he was not wholly grieved 
at seeing the Pope entangled in difficulties, and reduced to such conditions 
as rendered the royal position towards him now far more favourable than 
had been that of Lothar towards Honorius and Innocent. 

Meanwhile, the breach between the Romans and the Pope became 
ever wider and deeper. A remarkable man had appeared among them to 
fire them with his own passionate ardour for citizen liberty and the 
reform of the Church. This was Arnold of Brescia, who for some time 
both in Italy and beyond the Alps had in perfervid discourses championed 
new ideas, full of peril according to many, on the state of the Church 
and its reform. The renascence of philosophical ideas and of classical 
culture, which developed so swiftly and widely in Europe at the dawn of 
the twelfth century, stirred in men’s minds, and incited them to debate 
problems and intellectual novelties which disquieted them and alarmed 
the guardians of the recognised religious and social doctrines. After 
early studies in Italy Arnold had gone to Paris and become a disciple of 
Abelard ; he had been his devoted follower, and had shared his disasters 
with a tenacious faith and a firmness of character greater than his 
master’s. But an apostolic fervour which summoned him to action was 
stronger in him than Abelard’s spirit of subtle enquiry. Perhaps, living 
among the people as he did, he loved and welcomed their favour; but he 
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felt to the core a holy zeal for liberty and the purification of the Church, 
and persecutions and obstacles only inflamed it the more. Pious, pure, 
and austere, his greatest adversaries bore unanimous witness to the 
sanctity of his life, while they combated his doctrines and his actions. 
“Would that he were of sound doctrine,” exclaimed St Bernard, “as he 
is austere in life ! A man who neither eats nor drinks, he only, like the 
Devil, hungers and thirsts for the blood of souls.” It does not appear 
that his eloquence "was turned against dogmas. Only one contemporary, 
Otto of Freising, relates an uncertain rumour, that he did not think 
rightly concerning the sacrament of the altar and infant baptism; and 
the story of his last hours could perhaps raise a doubt on his doctrine 
with regard to confession. Rather than at doctrine he aimed at discipline. 
Pie vehemently attacked the clergy, denied to clerics and monks the right 
to possess property, and to bishops the right to the regalia ; he bitterly 
denounced the way of life of the ecclesiastics. In the Lateran Council 
of 1139 Innocent II had blamed him, and condemned him to silence. 
Forced to leave. Brescia, he had returned to France, and had been an 
unshakeable defender of his master Abelard in opposition to St Bernard, 
who became his enemy. 

When Abelard yielded before his mighty adversary, Arnold continued 
the struggle at Sainte-Genevieve among poor students, and probably 
mingled with his teaching violent invectives against the corruption of 
the clergy. He could not resist for long in France, but betook himself 
to Zurich, where he found new followers and new persecutions, and thence 
joined the train of Cardinal Guido, legate in Germany, who protected 
him. He returned with the cardinal to Italy, and at Viterbo saw 
Eugenius III, who absolved him and prescribed as his penance a pilgrimage 
to the graves of the Apostles and to the churches of Rome. 

The place was not adapted for the hoped-for repentance of Arnold; 
the Pope had sent fire to a volcano. At that time Rome was both the 
most fertile soil in which he could sow the seed of his doctrines, and 
itself a stimulus and inspiration for the thoughts which dominated his 
life. The heights of the Capitoline hill, sacred to history, and the ruins 
of the Forum, the ancient churches and the graves of the martyrs in the 
catacombs, must have spoken a mysterious language to the soul of Arnold 
of Brescia, and have called him to his mission with energy renewed. The 
republican movement and the Patarine traditions diffused among the 
people in Lombardy found their consecration in Rome from the history 
told by her ruins, and from the churches and sacred memories of Home 
the spirit and the humility of primitive Christianity seemed to ask of 
God a reform to free the Papacy from worldly interests and mundane 
po rap. The fervid, vehement Words of the Breseian apostle fascinated the 
Romans, ever ready listeners to eloquence which evoked the memories 
of their past greatness. The republic was strengthened by him, and he 
had a large share in the counsels and regulation of the city. To the 
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Senate already constituted there was added, in name at least, an equestrian 
order 1 probably composed of the lesser nobility and richer citizens; and 
thus there was created at Rome, in imitation of the Lombard republics, 
a nucleus of picked militia; the Capitol was fortified; and the constitu- 
tion of Rome became in substance similar to that of the other Italian 
communes. 

Rome’s example was followed in the surrounding territory: other 
communes began to be organised in the Patrimony of the Church, and 
rendered the position of the Pope with regard to Rome ever more 
difficult. But for the moment the Papacy was obliged to direct its 
solicitude elsewhere. The Muslim power, which had been checked in its 
career by the First Crusade, again appeared threatening and awoke 
anxiety in Europe, and with the anxiety almost a fever of desire for a new 
crusade. The discords between the Christian rulers in the East, the close 
neighbours of the Musulmans, had borne their natural fruit, and opened 
to the Saracens the way to the re-conquest of the lands torn from them 
by the First Crusade. Zangl, a resolute and bold Muslim warrior, led 
the attack, to which the Christians could not oppose an efficacious 
barrier. When Edessa fell into Zangl’s hands at the end of 1144, a bul- 
wark was lost without which all the Christian Levant was placed in grave 
peril. It seemed evident that, if Antioch, too, was taken, Jerusalem itself 
would not be safe, and perhaps all the work of the First Crusade would 
totter and crumble to nothing. The weak and discordant Christian 
princes turned anxiously to the West for aid ; they sounded the alarm 
and called Europe to the defence of Christendom. France more especially 
felt the force of this appeal, and shewed herself inclined to respond 
to it with the same elan as to that for the First Crusade, Eugenios 
received at Viterbo messages from the Levant, and understood that now 
was the moment for him to imitate Urban IPs example, and summon 
Christendom to the counter-attack. He was the more willing to do so 
because he hoped that the movement he was about to initiate might serve 
also to bring the Eastern Churches closer to Rome. He turned first to 
France, where the king, Louis VII, and his people were easily gained 
over, although his chief and wisest minister. Abbot Suger, was against 
the enterprise. The Crusade was decided on, and the king took the 
Cross. The Pope, involved in his struggle with the Romans, could not 
go at once to France, and entrusted to St Bernard the preaching of 
the Crusade. Convinced that he spoke by divine inspiration, the Saint 
infused in others his own conviction, and the enthusiasm he evoked sur- 
passed all expectation; it seemed a miracle. “Cities and castles are 
emptied,” he wrote to Eugenius III, “and there is not left one man 

1 Does this classic name (Otto Frising., Gesta Friderici I imp. i, 28, ed, Waitz- 
Simson, SGUS, p. 44) cover a reform of the ancient seholae of the militia, or the 
institution of the body of Councillors, Oonsiliarii , who at Rome represented the 
Great Council of other Italian communes ? 
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to seven women, and everywhere there are widows of still living 
husbands.’'’ 

It was needful that the ardour of Germany should correspond to that 
of France, and Bernard hoped to revive it by his eloquence and to induce 
King Conrad to take the Cross and join with the King of France in the 
great enterprise. In a first interview at Frankfort at the end of 
November 1146, he was unable, although honoured on all hands, to win 
Conrad to take the crusading vow. At the close of December he met the 
king again at Spires and returned to the charge. At first Conrad resisted : 
the internal troubles of German} 7 , his delicate relations with Constanti- 
nople and Roger of Sicily, made him hesitate to embark on an adventure 
so far from his realm. But he was carried away by the general excitement; 
and at a solemn service in the cathedral, in answer to an unpremeditated 
exhortation of St Bernard, he took the Cross. The German nobles vied 
with one another in following their sovereign’s example, among them his 
nephew, the young Frederick of Swabia, who thus took the first step in 
a career destined to enrol his name amid the greatest and most glorious 
of Germany. 

Although Eugenius was himself on the point of crossing the Alps to 
increase the impetus of the Crusade and watch over the great expedition, 
he did not share the joy of St Bernard when he knew that Conrad had 
yielded to the Saint’s inspiration and was preparing to leave Europe. 
Although the peril of the Holy Places moved the Pontiff, not even that 
made him forget the circumstances of the Papacy in Rome and Italy, 
and the necessity of the speedy and sure help which at that moment he 
hoped for from Germany. Conrad’s absence could not be short, and the 
needs of the Pope were pressing. Further, Eugenius could easily foresee 
that this absence would weaken still more the imperial authority in 
North and Central Italy. Here the cities continued in perpetual war 
with one another; but they did not seem to be enfeebled thereby, and 
the spirit of civic liberties did not only nourish in them the sentiment of 
independence towards the imperial claims. Among the people and the 
lower clergy there were growing sentiments of independence towards 
ecclesiastical authority, which disturbed the Pope and had caused him 
several times to call the attention of the bishops, especially in Lombardy, 
to these, and to exhort them to deal sternly with the dangerous novelties 
which crept into their dioceses. And from the Crusade there might arise 
between the crusading monarcbs, the Eastern Emperor, and Roger of 
Sicily relations not devoid of disquiet to the Pope. King Roger, most 
sagacious, ambitious, and ready to snatch every opportunity to assure and 
enlarge his power, sought to draw profit from the Crusade. To the 
request of the King of France he replied with large proffers of ships and 
victuals, offering to join the Crusade in person or to send one of his 
sons ; but like proffers were also made by the Emperor Manuel Comnenus, 
and were accepted, much to Roger’s annoyance, who desired to draw the 
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King of France to himself and separate him from Conrad in the Eastern 
enterprise. He knew that Conrad was in secret treaty with the Emperor 
Manuel for an alliauee against himself, and he wished to isolate him. 
His envoys left France predicting the harm that the fraud of the Greeks 
would occasion to the crusaders, and they were not false prophets. 

Eugenius III, who had set out for France, sent messengers to Conrad 
with letters in which he could not refrain from complaining that the king 
had decided to take the Cross without consulting him. Conrad justified 
himself by alleging the irresistible impulse to which he had suddenly 
yielded. “ The Holy Ghost ,' 1 he wrote to the Pope, “ Who breatheth 
where He listeth, Who eometh on a sudden, did not allow me to delay 
that I might take your counsel or that of any other, but in a moment 
touched my heart to follow Him . 11 Understanding that the Pope needed 
reassuring, he announced to him that he had made arrangements for the 
time of his absence, and had had his son Henry crowned king, who 
would govern in his stead; he invited the Pope to proceed to Germany 
from France for an interview with him, and to treat personally of the 
affairs of the realm and the Crusade. 

Eugenius did not accept the invitation, but he could not undo what 
had been done, and it only remained for him to push on events in the 
best manner possible. He met Louis VII in France, and had leisure to 
confer with him before he started for the expedition, on which Conrad III 
had already preceded him. But the history of this disastrous Crusade 
does not belong to this chapter ; and we must confine ourselves to 
recording the consequences it had for Italy and the relations of the 
Empire and the Papacy. 

The chief reaction on Italy from the Crusade was felt in its relations 
with the Byzantine Empire and with the African coasts of the Mediter- 
ranean. King Roger of Sicily did not fail to seize the occasion of draw- 
ing advantage from a movement which was bound to occupy the forces 
and the solicitude of the Emperor Manuel Comnenus. The continuous 
increase of Roger's power had been from its commencement a cause of 
suspicion and disquietude to the Byzantine raonarchs, who saw in it a 
menace to their possessions and influence in the Adriatic, and also 
looked on the steady expansion of the Sicilian domination on the African 
coasts and Roger’s pretensions to the principality of Antioch as perilous 
to themselves. The policy of the Comneni necessarily tended to oppose 
the ambitions of the Norman prince, and to try if it were possible to 
wreck them and substitute for his realm a restored Byzantine dominion, 
or at least a marked influence, in South Italy. Roger, aware of this 
policy, and of the negotiations for an alliance against him which had 
several times taken place between Manuel and Conrad III, thought that 
it was time to act. Preparing a powerful fleet, he undertook an energetic 
expedition by sea, seized on and fortified Corfu, and placed there a 
Norman garrison to secure its permanent possession. Setting sail again, 
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lie became master of Cape Malea and the island of Cerigo, both of which 
he also fortified ; then, penetrating the Gulf of Corinth, his troops 
sacked Corinth, and marching by land reached Thebes, which underwent 
the same fete. From Thebes, which then was flourishing through the 
silk manufacture, he took not only plunder but some artificers, who were 
brought to Sicily and afterwards aided there in the development of the 
silk industry. Having thus displayed its standards in the Grecian seas, 
Roger’s fleet, loaded with booty, returned to Sicily about the beginning 
of 1148. 

The Emperor Manuel Comnenus was grievously and profoundly 
moved by these events, and he actively bestirred himself in devising a 
remedy. After his overtures for an alliance with Louis VII, who was 
still in Asia, had failed, he turned with better results to the Venetians, 
who also took umbrage at the growing extension of the Norman power 
in the Adriatic and willingly became his allies. The result of this alliance 
was a long and chequered sea-campaign, in which Manuel succeeded in 
recovering Corfu (summer of 1149). Encouraged by this success, Manuel 
thought of closing on Roger and realising his plans in South Italy. 
After the disastrous ending of the Crusade, the Byzantine Emperor 
turned with many blandishments to Conrad III, whose presence in the 
East no longer inspired him with any fear, and renewed and com- 
pleted the negotiations for an alliance which had been often begun 
and interrupted. It was a formidable league, and Roger, who saw the 
danger, employed all his sagacity to hinder its effects and to turn it from 
himself. Profiting by the inner dissensions of Germany, he attempted, 
even by giving subsidies, to raise against Conrad a league of German 
barons, which should force the King of the Romans, immediately on his 
return to Europe, to hasten to Germany and turn away from any 
enterprise against Sicily. At the same time Roger sought a rapproche- 
ment with the papal party at Rome by means of its chief, the powerful 
baron Cencio Frangipane. Thus he might separate from Conrad the 
Pope, who was displeased with the Byzantine alliance, and induce him 
to favour the German barons, who were opposed to their sovereign. 

The history of the relations of the Popes with their Norman neigh- 
bours consists of an alternation of hostility and rapprochements occasioned 
by the perpetual alternation of the mutual distrust and political necessities 
of the two parties. Eugenius III, after the departure of the crusaders 
for the Holy Land, had sojourned in France and Germany, occupied 
with the ecclesiastical affairs of the two countries, and awaiting the 
opportune moment for re-entering Italy. He held several councils, and 
in them, especially at Rheims where the opinions of Bishop Gilbert 
de la Porree were laboriously discussed, there was manifested all the 
anxiety of the Church to secure the orthodoxy of theological doctrines 
from the subtle perils which were created by the extension of philo- 
sophic thought, by a pronounced tendency towards investigation, and 
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by a bold and restless desire for speculation. Meanwhile, there arrived 
gloomy news from the East. The disastrous result of the Crusade, pro- 
claimed with such assurance of victory, as if God Himself had directly 
inspired its initiation, turned against Eugenius and St Bernard the 
minds of the peoples who most felt the weight of the calamity. Eugenius 
saw that a sojourn in France and Germany, both embittered by their 
disillusion, was no longer suitable for him, and took the road for return. 
In July 1148 he held a council at Cremona, in which he confirmed the 
decrees of the Council of Rheims. It is probable that in it he also treated 
of the conditions of the Church of Rome, where Arnold of Brescia was 
exercising his influence. Certain it is that a few days later at Brescia the 
Pope, in a warning addressed to the Roman clergy, complained that 
some Roman ecclesiastics, following the errors of the schismatic Arnold, 
were refusing obedience to the cardinals and their other superiors ; and 
he ordered that all contact with Arnold should be avoided. Thus from 
the moment he put foot again in Italy, Eugenius aimed at Rome, and 
frankly renewed the struggle. 

Quitting Lombardy in October 1148, the Pope halted some time at 
his native city of Pisa, which he drew to his support for his imminent 
action against Rome, and then went to resume his residence at Viterbo. 
The league concluded between Manuel Comnenus and Conrad troubled 
him, and, on the other hand, he was oppressed by the necessity of 
prompt aid to return to his see. Roger of Sicily, wholly intent on his secret 
manoeuvres against Conrad, found at this moment a readier hearing from 
the Pope. Eugenius, supported by the Frangipani and the other Roman 
barons, who were impatient of the rule of the democracy in the Capitol, 
had at great expense collected troops to attempt the re-conquest of 
Rome. To gain the Pope for his schemes, Roger offered him a contingent 
in aid; but in spite of this rapprochement , it is not easy to say how far 
the Pope shewed himself disposed to support the King of Sicily and the 
German barons who were conspiring against Conrad. Undoubtedly 
Eugenius, while outwardly reconciled to his powerful neighbour, was 
obliged to be reserved and wary. Nor did he abandon his reserve when 
the King of France, on his return by way of Roger’s dominions from 
the Crusade, met him at Tusculum, and disclosed to him the project 
of a new crusade, including the formation of a league destined to strike 
at the heart of the Byzantine Empire, which Louis VII held to be the 
principal cause of his own disasters. The diplomacy of the Roman Curia 
saw at once that such a league would increase Roger’s power too much, 
and let the proposal drop. Nevertheless, ever intent on regaining full 
possession of Rome, Eugenius with the help of the soldiers of the Sicilian 
king succeeded in seating himself by force in the Lateran; but the 
Roman Senate did not therefore submit, and maintained its power in the 
face of the Pope : it upheld the rights it had acquired and its protection 
of Arnold of Brescia, who remained in the city. 
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Meanwhile, scarcely had Conrad III left the East, when he moved with 
the greatest speed towards Germany with a view to restoring order to the 
realm, vexed bv dissensions and revolt. Shortly after his arrival he was 
attacked by an illness which lasted six months; but his presence induced 
an improvement, and a defeat which his son, the young King Henry, 
inflicted on the rebel barons (1 February 1150) secured the fortunes of 
the kingship and raised its diminished prestige. There then began a very 
active interchange of diplomatic moves, which tended both to form and 
to break up alliances, to insinuate and to dissipate distrust and suspicion. 
Conrad, fixed in the idea of destroying Roger’s power, endeavoured to 
confirm the agreement made with Manuel Comnenus for common action 
in South Italy, and asked at Constantinople for the hand of a Greek 
princess for his son King Henry. The Pope, while attempting to erase 
the unfavourable impression occasioned by his momentary rapprochement 
with Roger, sought for means to estrange Conrad from the Byzantines; 
but on this point the king gave vague and evasive replies. The Romans, 
by repeated letters and embassies to Conrad, strove to emphasise the 
Pope’s relations with the King of Sicily and the German rebels, and to 
increase to their own profit his distrust of the Roman Curia. Meanwhile, 
Roger, supported by Louis VII, who thought of retrieving his defeats in 
Asia, importuned Conrad to induce him to change his policy and turn 
against Constantinople. 

Thus Conrad became still more an uncertain element in the various 
currents of European politics; and amid such alternation of contrary 
proposals he did not let himself be moved. The ardour that was mani- 
fested in France for a new crusade left him cold. The exhortations sent 
him by some eminent French ecclesiastics, such as St Bernard and Peter 
of Cluny, only aroused his suspicions of Rome, so that the Pope had to 
hasten to declare that those personages had acted of their own motion, 
and that he was quite a stranger to their overtures. Conrad and his 
counsellors saw clearly that the King of France was a tool of Roger 
for thwarting his plans in Italy and for making war on Constantinople; 
and the Pope himself, although he could not oppose it openly, had no 
faith in the possibility of a fresh expedition to the East. 

Constrained after a few months’ residence to quit Rome anew and 
retire near to Roger’s borders, the Pope met the Sicilian king at Ceprano, 
and there they discussed many ecclesiastical questions in regard to the 
Regno, which were in great part adjusted. But on an essential point, 
the full recognition of Roger’s sovereignty, they did not reach an under- 
standing; and they parted with outward friendship but now definitely 
alienated from one another. The Pope could only turn, without further 
vacillation, to a complete understanding with Conrad, who also recognised 
the importance of such an accord for the preparation of his expedition 
to Italy, and for the securing of results from it. The king sent the Pope 
an embassy, which was to settle the basis of the agreement. Doubtless it 
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was then determined that the king should receive the imperial crown at 
Rome, and, in return, force the Romans into subjection to the Pope. It 
was bound to be more difficult to arrive at an understanding concerning 
Conrad’s alliance with Manuel Comnenus, which had been the principal 
reason that the Pope had leant towards the King of Sicily; but the dis- 
patch of the Cardinals Jordan of Santa Susanna and Octavian of Santa 
Cecilia as legates to Germany shewed that the Pope was resolved to smooth 
over every difficulty in order to bring the matter to a satisfactory conclu- 
sion. Both these cardinals were notable personages of the Curia, and one 
of them, Octavian, was later destined, as the anti-Pope Victor IV, to play 
an important part in the relations of Papacy and Empire. Nobly born, 
fond of pomp and show, free with his money and liberal in granting 
favours, he aimed perhaps already at the Papacy, and sought to win the 
good-will of the Germans, just as he had sought, though without much 
success, to win that of Rome. On this occasion he became acquainted with 
Frederick, the young Duke of Swabia, and thus established relations with 
the future Emperor who was to become his mainstay. The two legates 
stayed long in Germany, arranging many pending ecclesiastical questions, 
and treating with Conrad concerning his Italian expedition. This was 
solemnly announced at the diet of Wurzburg in September 1151 ; but 
time was necessary if it was to be undertaken energetically and with 
durable results. On the one hand, a large force was needful to control the 
autonomous tendencies of the free communes and to destroy Roger’s 
power; and on the other, it was necessary to be sure that Germany was in 
such order as to permit a long absence of the king and his most powerful 
adherents without harm. A year was allotted for the preparations, and 
it was decided that Conrad with his army should start on 11 September 
1152 to cross the Alps. There was still a serious task for the king to 
perform in Germany before his departure, for Henry the Lion, Duke of 
Saxony, was in full revolt, and it was necessary to subdue him and leave 
him incapable of doing harm. While attending to this, Conrad yet took 
the utmost pains to prepare for his descent into Italy, which now occupied 
the chief place in his thoughts. A little previously he had suffered a 
grievous blow in the death of his son, the youthful King Henry ; for him 
he had been negotiating that marriage with a Byzantine princess which 
was to draw tighter still the bonds of the alliance with the Eastern Court. 
Since the son who was left him was a mere child, Conrad, although he 
was getting into years, thought of resuming the negotiations on his own 
behalf, and for that end sent an embassy to Constantinople. 

At the same time he sent ambassadors into Italy, his chancellor 
Arnold, Archbishop-elect of Cologne, Wibald, Abbot of Stablo, and the 
notary 'Henry, all three trusty counsellors experienced in State affairs. 
They were sent to the Pope, but were commissioned to conduct negotia- 
tions bn their road which would assure the unhampered progress of the 
expedition. They bore a royal letter to Pisa, with which they were 
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especially to negotiate for the preparation of a fleet to be employed 
against the King of Sicily. Taking the opportunity of this embassy, 
Conrad at last accorded a reply to the letters which the Romans had 
repeatedly addressed to him. It was a reply of mingled condescension 
and arrogance, in which he skilfully announced his speedy arrival with 
large forces in Italy, and recommended to them his ambassadors, from 
whom the Romans would learn with certainty his will and intentions. 
In reality, his envoys, and especially Wibald, were charged to mediate 
concerning conditions of peace between the Pope and the Romans. In 
the very valuable collection of Wi bald's letters is found a kind of draft 
of these conditions, from which we can infer the existence of the negotia- 
tions which must have taken place under the circumstances. But the 
Pope, relying on the hope of Conrad’s coming, did not profit by Wibald’s 
intervention, and did not follow his counsels of moderation, missing 
thereby the opportunity of reconciling himself with the Romans. Perhaps 
he was convinced that a peaceful solution of the controversy would not 
be lasting, and trusted only to the argument of victorious force. Now 
that he was entirely alienated from the King of Sicily, he was determined 
to smooth Conrad’s road and thus facilitate in every way his early arrival 
in Rome ; the ambassadors took their leave elated with concessions and 
promises. 

But they were not to bring back to their master the messages of the 
Pope. While still on their journey, they received the news that Conrad 
had died on 15 February 1152 at Bamberg, whither he had gone to hold 
a diet. All the preparations for the Italian expedition were thus un- 
expectedly interrupted. The relations between Germany and Italy, the 
condition of Germany itself, not yet issued from a long period of confusion 
and discord, and the consolidation of the Empire, might relapse into a 
state of danger and incertitude if a firm and vigorous hand did not 
succeed in taking the reins and steadfastly guiding the realm. Conrad III 
on his death-bed understood the needs of the moment, and indicated as 
his successor his nephew Frederick of Swabia, to whom he entrusted the 
royal insignia and the wardship of his child son. The magnates of the 
realm followed Conrad’s counsel, and on 4 March 1152 Frederick of 
Hohenstaufen was elected at Frankfort. With him the star of the 
Empire was to shine with renewed lustre. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

FREDERICK BARBAROSSA AND GERMANY. 

The campaigns of Frederick Barbarossa in Italy form the most 
celebrated feature of his reign; they reveal his great qualities as a soldier 
and as a statesman in times both of victory and of defeat ; they form a 
part, and a very important part, of the great contest between Empire and 
Papacy. The peculiar interest attached to this side of Frederick’s 
activities has often led historians to under-estimate the value of his work 
in his native kingdom. Yet it is in Germany that the enduring marks of 
#his boundless energies are to be sought. He succeeded to the throne of a 
kingdom in a state of complete disintegration; a great family feud 
divided the land into factions in open hostility; internal discord and 
wide-spread unrest prevailed everywhere; the country was exhausted by 
civil war and by the plundering and burning which accompanied it, the 
people by famine and want which was its natural consequence. The royal 
authority in the hands of Conrad was too weak to check the lawlessness 
of the nobility, hopelessly incapable of dealing with the crucial question 
of the position of the Welfs. Within four years of his coronation 
Frederick, by his masterful rule, had transformed Germany. Feuds were 
healed, enemies reconciled; Landfrieden were proclaimed in all the duchies, 
and offenders were dealt with by stern punishments. Order was restored 
and the rule of law was established. 

Conrad’s elder son Henry had died two years before, and the dying 
king realised that where he had so signally failed his younger son 
Frederick, a boy of but six years old, was unlikely to succeed. He 
therefore designated as his successor his nephew Frederick of Swabia and 
entrusted to him the royal insignia. He was a man of remarkable promise, 
of suitable age, and with a distinguished career behind him ; and what 
was of still greater importance he was connected by equal ties of kinship 
to the two rival houses of Hohenstaufen and Welf. His father was the 
late King Conrad’s elder brother Frederick ; his mother, Judith, was the 
sister of Henry the Proud, tie had already on more than one occasion 
acted as mediator between the two parties; his sympathies were equally 
divided; indeed no man was more favourably circumstanced for healing 
the quarrel which had for so long disturbed the peace of Germany. 
Seldom during the Middle Ages has a king been chosen to rule Germany 
with greater unanimity on the part of his subjects 1 . The formalities of 
1 Henry, Archbishop of Mayeuce, appears to have raised objections to Frederick's 
election (see the passage in the royal chronicle of Cologne, SGUS, ed. Waitsc, p. 89): 
but evidently he was unable to press them far. Cf. Simonsfeld, Jahrb ticker, pp. 19 sq. 
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election were carried through with scarcely a hint of opposition, and with 
a promptness and ease truly amazing considering the state of the country 
at the moment of Conrad’s death. On 15 February 1152 the king was 
dead ; on 4 March Frederick was chosen king by the princes at Frankfort; 
on the next day he set out for his coronation, travelling by boat down 
the Main and the Rhine as far as Sinzig and so by road to Aix-la-Chapelle. 
There on 9 March he was crowned by Arnold, Archbishop of Cologne. 
Immediately after the event, emissaries — Eberhard, Bishop of Bamberg, 
Hillin, Archbishop -elect of Treves, and Adam, Abbot of Ebrach — were 
dispatched to Rome with letters to Pope Eugenius III in which the king 
announced his election, promised his obedience, and declared his readiness 
to protect the Holy See. 

The man thus chosen to rule Germany was in the prime of life, some 
thirty years old, vigorous in mind and body, a fine figure of a man of 
rather more than middle height, and of perfect proportions; his personal 
appearance was remarkably attractive, with his fine features, his reddish 
curly hair, and his expression so genial that, we are told by Acerbus 
Morena who knew him well, he gave one the idea that he always wanted 
to laugh; even when moved to anger he would conceal his indignation 
beneath a smile. Brave, fearless, a superb fighter, he regarded war as the 
best of games; he gloried in the hardly-contested battle; he was the very 
embodiment of medieval chivalry. Though no scholar, he was not with- 
out intellectual tastes; he could understand, if he could not speak, Latin, 
and in his native tongue he was even fluent; he was interested in history, 
in the deeds of his ancestors. With the qualities necessary for ruling a 
great empire he was singularly well endowed: shrewd judgment, rapid 
power of decision, untiring energy, the highest sense of justice. Frederick 
was no respecter of persons; though normally his temper was of the 
gentlest, he was inexorable towards wrong-doers, and even on the festive 
day of his coronation he is said to have refused forgiveness to a malefactor; 
“I outlawed you not out of malice,” he declared, “but in accordance with 
the dictates of justice; therefore there is no ground for pardon.” A 
friend of distinguished Roman lawyers he was himself a lawgiver of no 
slight ability, and his public acts bulk large in the volumes of* Constitu- 
tions of medieval Emperors 1 . Not only among writers of his own country 
or of his own way of thinking is Frederick regarded as nearly reaching to 
human perfection according to the ideals of the time. German and 
foreigner, friend and foe, have but one opinion on the character of the 
great Emperor; they must go back in their histories to Charles the Great 
to find a worthy parallel. 

At the time of the coronation, so Abbot Wibald reports to the Pope, 

1 Some idea of the amount of his legislative work may be gained from the fact 
that his Constitutions and Public Acts occupy no less than 273 quarto pages of the 
Monumenta Germaniae Historic a, whereas those of his predecessors from Henry the 
Fowler to Conrad III occupy together only 190. 
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there was talk among the bishops of an immediate expedition to Italy. 
The more prudent counsel of the lay princes, however, prevailed; and 
the new king turned his first attention to the more pressing and no less 
difficult problems of his German kingdom. The promulgation of a general 
land-peace was the preliminary step in this direction. This ordinance is 
a striking advance on the meagre, temporary, local enactments of former 
kings; it was universal in its application to all parts of Germany, it was 
intended to be permanent, it was comprehensive in character. Breaches 
of the peace were punishable by the strictest penalties: murder and theft 
(when the value of the stolen goods exceeded five shillings) were punished 
with death; smaller offences, such as assault and petty larceny, by fines, 
mutilation, or flogging. There were reforms too in criminal procedure 
and in the settlement of disputes over possession of land. The price of 
corn was to be fixed annually after the harvest by the count of the dis- 
trict and a committee of seven; selling above the fixed price was hence- 
forth to be treated as a breach of the peace. This regulation was intended 
to remedy the abuse of forcing up the price by holding back the grain in 
times of shortage. In 1158 at the Diet of Roncaglia a peace constitution 
was issued not only for Germany but for the whole Empire; all persons 
between the ages of eighteen and seventy were bound to swear to maintain 
the peace, and their oath was to be renewed every five years. 

The most significant feature in this legislation was its treatment of 
private war. The Landfrieden had grown up in the early years of the 
twelfth century with the object of checking unjustifiable feuds. The 
principle emerges that private war, so characteristic of medieval social 
life, was only permissible under certain prescribed conditions; otherwise 
it was a crime, a violation of the Landfrieden, a breach of the peace. In 
the Constitutio pads of 1158 it was forbidden altogether. Presumably, 
however, the machinery of justice and modes of redress were still too 
rudimentary to admit of so sweeping a reform; and in the last of 
Frederick’s peace enactments, the Constitution against Incendiaries 
promulgated at the Nuremberg Diet in 1186, the feud was once more 
conditionally permitted. Perhaps these constitutions do not bear the 
stamp of originality; they were based no doubt on previous enactments 
of a like nature; so for example the Nuremberg Constitution may have 
its origin in those issued against incendiaries by Innocent II, Eugenius III, 
and Alexander III. But it was not so much in their novelty as in the 
fact that they gave uniformity in the penal law and procedure throughout 
the Empire that their true value lies. Nevertheless, in spite of this com- 
prehensive general legislation, the old provincial land-peace was not 
entirely superseded. Frederick himself confirmed many local peaces: in 
the first year of his reign he confirmed a Swabian land-peace at Ulm; 
and after the settlement of the Bavarian question at Ratisbon in 1156 
one was sworn for that duchy. The peace promulgated at Weissenburg 
in 1179 for Rhenish Franconia, which in character is not unlike the 
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Treuga Dei , has a special interest attaching to it: it professes to be the 
renewal of a peace which has existed from time immemorial, for so long 
indeed that it has come to rank as an ordinance of Charles the Great. 
The legislative achievement of Frederick bears a favourable comparison 
with that of his great English contemporary, Henry II. The uncom- 
promising measures employed in its execution are thus summarised by the 
chronicler: “much blood was shed by King Frederick for securing peace, 
very many persons were hanged, many churches, towns, and castles were 
destroyed by fire.” But if we deplore the crude violence of the method, 
we can only praise the result, for, we are told, he so successfully crushed 
the disturbers of the peace that in a very short time the firmest peace 
was restored by the fear of his coming. 

During the royal progress the work of reconciliation went on apace. 
Acting on the dying wish of King Conrad, he enfeoffed his young cousin, 
Frederick of Rothenburg, with the duchy of Swabia, and created his uncle 
Welf VI Marquess of Tuscany and Duke of Spoleto. A feud between 
the bishop and the townsmen of Utrecht, which Conrad’s efforts had 
failed to determine, was immediately ended at his first diet at Merseburg; 
he arbitrated between the rival candidates for the Danish throne, and 
extended the authority of the house of Zahringen over Burgundy and 
Provence; at Constance in March 1153 he concluded a close alliance with 
Pope Eugenius III; and before the first year of his reign had drawn to 
a close he had approached the most difficult problem of all' — the position 
of the Welfs. 

Hitherto Frederick had shewn favour hut not undue partiality to his 
cousin Henry; and in a dispute in which the latter became involved with 
Albert the Bear over the inheritances of two Saxon nobles, Hermann of 
Winzenburg and Bernard of Plotske, he had decided the matter in the 
most equitable manner by assigning one inheritance to each of the dis- 
putants. But with wide and ambitious schemes in view he could not 
afford to delay a settlement of the vital question of the Bavarian duchy. 
The success of his plans moreover depended in no small measure on the 
full co-operation of the powerful head of the house of Welf, to whose 
influence, perhaps, he partly owed his crown 1 . The first years were occu- 
pied with tentative negotiations rendered difficult by the uncompromising 
attitude of Henry Jasomirgott, who, by the late king’s arrangement, was 
in possession of the Bavarian duchy. Diet followed diet in rapid succes- 
sion, resulting only in delay and postponement. Henry Jasomirgott, 
summoned to Wurzburg in October 1152, failed to appear; he was 

1 So Haller, Der Stum Heinrichs des Limen, p. 297, on the authority of the late 
(written c. 1230) Ohronicon S. Michaelis Luneburgensis, MGH, Script, xxm, 396, 
‘qui (Heuricus) eum ad imperialera promoverat celsitudinem.’ But cf. Simonsfehl, 
Jahrb&cher , p. 26. It is, however, possible that Henry had come to an understanding 
with Frederick before his election that he would satisfy Henry’s claim to Bavaria. 
See Giesebrecht, v, p. 9. 
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summoned, twice in the following year before the Court, at Worms 
(Whitsuntide) and at Spires (December), but in each case he evaded a 
decision by finding a flaw in the summons. At last on 3 June 1154 the 
princes, wearied by the seemingly interminable proceedings, met at Goslar 
and resolved to bring the matter to a conclusion. The elder Henry was 
again absent; his continued defiance of the royal authority was sufficient 
pretext for depriving him of his position. Henry the younger, who had 
already assumed the title of Duke of Bavaria and Saxony, was now there- 
fore duly awarded the vacant duchy. After his return with the Emperor 
from the Italian expedition (1154-5), in which he had conspicuously 
distinguished himself, he was formally invested with the dukedom of 
Bavaria at Ratisbon (October 1155). But the settlement lacked finality. 
Henry Jasomirgott obstinately refused to yield to the conciliatory ad- 
vances of Frederick. It was not until a year later that an arrangement 
satisfactory to both parties was concluded at Ratisbon on 17 September 
1156. It was a diet of the first importance, for it established the power 
of Henry the Lion and it created the duchy of Austria. 

The ex-duke did not enter the town; he set up a magnificent encamp- 
ment some two miles from its walls, and there the solemn scene, which 
witnessed the end of the long drawn-out struggle, took place. The details 
had already been prepared and the terms engrossed in a document 1 read 
aloud to the assembled princes by Vladislav II of Bohemia. Henry the 
elder surrendered the seven flags, the insignia of the Bavarian dukedom; 
these in turn were handed over to Henry the younger, who forthwith 
returned two to the Emperor, relinquishing by this act all claim to the 
Austrian March. With this insignia the Emperor enfeoffed Henry 
Jasomirgott with the now created duchy of Austria. With it the new 
duke received an enviable list of privileges, such indeed as no other prince 
of the Empire might enjoy. The duchy was granted in fee to Henry and 
his wife Theodora jointly, and to their children whether male or female ; 
if they should die without issue, they had the right of bequeathing the 
duchy by will 2 ; no one was permitted to exercise jurisdiction within the 
duchy except with the consent of the duke; furthermore the duke was 
only liable for attendance at diets held in Bavaria and for military service 
in Austria or in its neighbourhood 2 . 

Frederick’s policy towards the great princes of Germany was at first 
therefore to strengthen their position with the hope that they would 
reward his confidence with their loyalty and co-operation. The duchy of 
Bavaria was not the only accretion to the power of the house of Welfi 
There were claims also to Italian territories. A Welfie heiress four 

1 MG II, Const i, 220, the privilegium, minus which is the genuine document. The 
privilegium muius , ibid, i, 683, is a forgery of Rudolf IV of Austria made in the winter 
1358-9, see Huber, SKAW, xxxiv, pp. 17 sq. 

2 According to W. Erben, Das Privilegium Friedrichs I fur den Herzoglnm Oester* 
reich (1902), these clauses were later interpolations. 
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generations back, Cunegunda, sister of the childless Welf III, had married 
Azzo, Marquess of Este, and through her the line descended. While the 
imperial army was encamped near Verona, Henry the Lion had a meeting 
with his Italian cousin and acquired the family inheritance in return for 
a payment of 200 marks. At the same time his uncle Welf VI, with 
Frederick behind him, was able to make good his claim to the wide pos- 
sessions of the Countess Matilda. 

Heinricm Leo dux Bawariae et Saxoniae : such was the name now 
borne by the great Welf. He ruled an imperium in imperio, but he did 
not abuse his privileged position ; his rule for the twenty years which 
followed the settlement of Ratisbon was beneficial to Germany, if it was 
detrimental to the interests of individual princes. Henry threw himself 
Avith all his energy into the work of German expansion, the promotion 
of commercial enterprise, the development of municipal life. 

The northern frontier had been disturbed for ten years past by a civil 
war in Denmark. Eric III died in 1146, and Svein the son of Eric II and 
Canute the son of Magnus disputed for the throne. The rivals had laid 
their pretensions before Frederick at his first diet at Merseburg (18 May 
1152), but the decision had satisfied the successful hardly more than the 
defeated candidate ; for Svein in return for the recognition of his claims 
had had to acknowledge himself the vassal of the German king, and to 
compensate his opponent with the island of Zealand. Their feud unap- 
peased, the rival claimants continued their war of devastation, now one, 
now the other, gaining a temporary advantage. In 1154 Svein, alienated 
from his subjects on account of his cruelty, and at the end of his re- 
sources, fied to Saxony, where he lived for upwards of two years with his 
father-in-law, Count Conrad of Wettin. In 1156, when the latter with- 
drew to a monastery which he had founded at Lauterberg, Svein again 
went in search of help to recover his lost throne. He found the Saxon 
princes ready for the enterprise; the services of Henry, just returned 
triumphant from the Diet of Ratisbon, were easily secured in considera- 
tion of a subsidy. The campaign was opened with success ; Schleswig 
and Ripen fell into Svein’s hands; but a national resistance and the 
treachery of the Slavs serving in the German host checked its progress. 
They withdrew therefore with hostages from the captured towns. Henry, 
however, did not relinquish his efforts on behalf of his allies; with the 
help of the Slavonic prince Niclot and by judicious bribery he once more 
gained a foothold on Danish territory. Thus matters stood when the 
Danish Church under the guidance of the Bishop of Ripen exercised its 
influence to end the terrible disorders by means of compromise. There 
were now three aspirants to the throne, for Waldemar, the son of Canute, 
the late Duke of Schleswig 1 , had recently advanced his claim. Among 
these three the country was equally partitioned. Three days later, 7 May 
1157, S vein’s character was revealed in its true colours. Suddenly, at 
1 See supra, p. 344. 
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a feast held in honour of the reconciliation, he fell upon his opponents : 
Canute was killed, Waldemar, though wounded, managed to escape under 
cover of darkness. S vein’s conduct effectively disposed of his chances of 
the throne. His disgusted supporters deserted in numbers to Waldemar, 
who was able to win a decisive victory at Viborg. Svein was killed in 
the battle, and Waldemar, the sole survivor of the three rivals, became 
the undisputed sovereign of Denmark. 

In the exhausted state of the country the new king was powerless to 
withstand the constant attacks of the Slavonic pirates upon the Danish 
coasts. He put himself therefore under the protection of the man most 
capable of defending his kingdom, Duke Henry. In this way Henry 
established that influence in Danish politics which was to continue for 
more than twenty years. The influence certainly was not always con- 
genial to Waldemar, who on one occasion even took arms against his 
protector. He had in 1168 with the help of Henry’s vassals captured 
the island of Riigen; Henry demanded in accordance with an alleged 
covenant a half-share in the conquest. The king’s refusal caused a war 
which lasted till 1171. Then at a conference on the Eider the old alliance 
was restored ; W aldemar yielded to the duke’s demands, and the relations 
were drawn still closer by the marriage of their children, Canute and 
Gertrude, the widow of Frederick of Rothenburg. 

In the intervals between his Italian campaigns Frederick paid hurried 
visits to Germany to set in order what had gone amiss during his absence. 
While he was in the kingdom the peace was well kept, but when he was 
safely beyond the Alps the old feuds broke out once more ; private war 
for the righting of wrongs, for the settlement of disputes, was too much 
engrained in the feudal nobility to be crushed out in a moment by peace 
ordinances or by the rule of a strong but absent Emperor. The diocese 
of Mayence affords a good example of this. Archbishop Arnold soon 
after his election quarrelled with the nobles of the surrounding country, 
at the head of whom was Herman of Stahleek, Count-Palatine of the 
Rhine ; on his return from his first Italian expedition Frederick sup- 
pressed the rebellion with strong measures at the Christmas court (1155) 
at Worms. There was an old custom among the Franks by which men 
found guilty of offences of this kind were obliged to undergo the ignominy 
of carrying certain objects varying according to their rank : for the noble 
it was a dog, for the ministerialis a saddle, for the rustic the wheel of 
a plough. It was this penalty that Frederick imposed on the Count- 
Palatine ; he and ten other counts, his accomplices, carried dogs for 
a full German mile. When, we are told, this dreadful punishment was 
made known, “all were Seized with such terror that they preferred to 
live at peace than to devote themselves to the turbulence of war.” Soon 
after, the Count-Palatine died, and Frederick strengthened his own re- 
sources by conferring the Palatinate on his half-brother Conrad, who, 
since the death of the old “one-eyed” Duke Frederick II of Swabia, had 



888 


Feuds among the German 'princes 


come into the Hohenstaufen patrimony in Rhenish Franconia. The 
difficulties of the Archbishop of Mayence were not, however, at an end ; 
in 1158, when somewhat reluctantly he had obeyed the imperial summons 
to take part in the second Italian campaign, Arnold imposed a war tax 
on the rnmisteriales and citizens of Mayence. Again there was rebellion 
and terrible disorders throughout the city. The climax was reached when 
the archbishop returned triumphant after the fall of Milan. He laid 
the city under an interdict, but the trouble continued ; he prepared for 
war, but was himself attacked; he sought sanctuary at the monastery of 
St James, but the monastery was put to the flames and he was butchered 
at the gates by the infuriated mob (1160) 1 . Not only the perpetrators 
but the whole town suffered punishment for the infamous act when the 
Emperor returned from Italy in 1163; many were fined, the city was 
deprived of its privileges, and its walls were destroyed. Two elections to 
the see were quashed before a man was found who met with the Emperor’s 
approval; and even he, Conrad of Wittelsbaeh, had afterwards to be re- 
moved for the offence of espousing the cause of Pope Alexander III. The 
diocese of Mayence had a stormy history until in 1165 it fell into the 
capable hands of Archbishop Christian. 

During the third Italian expedition the peace of Germany was dis- 
turbed by a feud between Duke Welf and Hugh of Tubingen, the latter 
supported by Frederick of Rothenburg, Duke of Swabia; the Emperor 
settled the affair when he was back in Germany in the autumn of 1164, 
but he was no sooner off again to Italy than it broke out afresh with 
renewed vigour and on a wider field, for now the house of Zahringen was 
enlisted on the side of Welf and the King of bohemia lent aid to Hugh. 
It was not until 1166 that the Emperor, by severe punishments, forced 
Hugh to submit. These are but instances; there were many other similar 
quarrels : Rainald of Dassel against the Count-Palatine of the Rhine, 
Henry the Lion against the rival princes of Saxony. They were the 
inevitable consequence in these times of the absence of a king from his 
kingdom. A king was accounted to have done well if he succeeded in 
maintaining the peace when he was at home and was strong enough to 
restore order when he returned after an absence. 

The border countries of Bohemia, Poland, and Hungary had been 
the source of much trouble to Frederick’s predecessors; their rulers found, 
however, that disobedience to Frederick was a more serious matter. In 
Poland, Boleslav, having driven out his refractory elder brother Vladislav 
(Wladistaw), had acquired the government himself (1146); he now refused 
to pay homage and the accustomed tribute of 500 marks. In the summer 
of 1157 Frederick set out across the Elbe to punish him for his defiance; 
in a letter to Wibald of Stablo he describes the difficulties of the journey 
through the dense forests, the surprise and dismay of the Poles when 

1 Cf. Vita Arnoldi Archiepiscopi, ed. Jaffe, Bibl. rer. Germ, in; and for the value 
of this source, P Amandus G'sell, OSB, in Neu. Arch, xuir, 1920-1. 
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they saw the German army reach the Oder and the soldiers in their 
eagerness leaping into the great river and swimming across ; he describes 
the flight and the pursuit to Posen and the humble submission of the 
duke. Boleslav had to pay a heavy price for his rashness : he not only 
had to do homage, but also to pay large fines, 2000 marks of gold to 
the Emperor, 1000 to the princes, 20 to the Empress, and 200 marks 
of silver to the court. Pie had further to allow his brother to return 
from exile and to bring the complaint he had against him before the 
imperial court at Magdeburg the following Christmas; finally he engaged 
himself to accompany Frederick on the forthcoming Italian expedition. 
The Emperor then returned, taking with him hostages as an assurance 
of the duke’s good faith. Gesa II of Hungary, who had been for some 
time past on bad terms with the Empire, voluntarily presented himself at 
a diet at Wurzburg and promised to join the Italian expedition. In re- 
turn for the cession of Bautzen and the elevation of his duchy into a 
kingdom, Vladislav II (I) of Bohemia made a similar promise of assistance. 
He alone of the three princes who had promised to take part in the second 
Italian campaign fulfilled his engagement. 

During the rest of his reign Frederick had need to pay little attention 
to the affairs of his eastern neighbours. In 1172 he was called upon to 
settle an internal feud in Poland and a disputed succession in Hungary: 
but in each case he managed to avoid recourse to armed interference. In 
Bohemia the cordial relations established in 1158 continued till the ap- 
pointment in 1168 of Vladislav’s son, Adalbert, to the archbishopric of 
Salzburg. Adalbert, being a supporter of Alexander III, was soon deposed j 
and an estrangement sprang up between the two courts. Without con- 
sulting the Emperor or the Bohemian nobles, Vladislav abdicated in 
favour of his son Frederick; the Emperor cancelled the arrangement and 
appointed Sobeslav II, the son of that Sobeslav who preceded Vladislav II 
in the Bohemian duchy, as the successor to the dukedom. But he was so 
unpopular among his subjects, and made himself so troublesome to his 
neighbours, that not long after he was removed from his position. Vladis- 
lav’s son Frederick was now raised to the dukedom with the Emperor’s 
approval and was duly enfeoffed. Peace was thus satisfactorily restored. 

The German kings had never succeeded in making their authority felt 
in their Burgundian kingdom. Lothar had improved the position by be- 
stowing on the powerful Swabian house of Zahringen the title and duties 
of rector Burgundiae (1127), and Duke Conrad had striven hard to se- 
cure the interests of Germany; but Conrad was dead (1152), and his son 
Berth old IV had not yet been able to establish his influence in Burgundy. 
Trouble arose in the county of Burgundy. Count Rainald died leaving 
only a daughter Beatrix; his brother Count William of Macon not only 
seized the custody of the inheritance but thrust the heiress into prison 
and tried to get her possessions permanently into his own hands. It was 
to the interest of Frederick no less than of Berthold that strong measures 
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should be taken. At the Diet of Merseburg in 1152 the authority of 
Berthold as Hector was confirmed and extended ; he was to be practically 
autonomous in Burgundy and Provence in the absence of the Emperor ; for 
his part he agreed to assist Frederick in the projected Italian campaign with 
a Burgundian contingent of 500 heavy-armed knights and 50 archers. The 
difficulties with regard to the Count of Macon were to be settled by the 
judgment of the princes when Frederick should himself visit Burgundy 
in the following year. In accordance with this plan, in February 1153 
Frederick held his court at Besanyon; many Burgundian nobles assembled 
to do him homage, and among them William of Macon; but whether any 
action was taken against the latter on this occasion, or who retained 
possession of the countship of Burgundy, is a matter of uncertainty. It 
appears at any rate that the bargain made at Merseburg was not carried out. 
It was not till the troublesome Count William was dead that Frederick 
inaugurated any real change in his Burgundian relations, and the motive 
was a new one. Some years previously, at Constance in 1153, the Emperor, 
under circumstances none too creditable it would seem, divorced his first 
wife Adelaide of Vohburg. He turned to Burgundy in 1156 with the object 
of making the rich and attractive Beatrix his wife. The pair were married 
in gala fashion at Whitsuntide in the town of Wurzburg. The lands which 
thus came under his sway by right of his wife became the nucleus of a real 
imperial powder over Burgundy; an independent authority such as the 
Zahringen had possessed no longer suited the Emperor’s schemes, and the 
compact of 1152 remained unfulfilled ; by way of compensation Berthold 
received the advocateship of the three sees of Lausanne, Geneva, and Sion. 

The eventful Diet of Besanyon in October 1157, with its brilliant 
gathering of representatives from all parts of Italy, from France, England, 
and Spain, was no doubt held with a view of impressing upon the in- 
habitants of the newly-acquired county a sense of the imperial power. 
The papal legates brought with them letters from Pope Hadrian com- 
plaining of an outrage which had been perpetrated against Eskil, the 
Archbishop of Lund, in imperial territory. The aged prelate, while 
journeying homewards after visiting the Pope, was attacked by bandits; 
his property was seized, he himself, after some rough handling, was carried 
off into captivity. Hadrian’s letter complains of the fact that, although 
he had informed the Emperor of these distressing events, the perpetrators 
remained unpunished. The Pope continues by reminding Frederick of his 
previous kindness towards him in those famous words which hastened on 
the rupture of the friendly relations which till now had existed between 
Pope and Emperor. He speaks of “ conferring the imperial crown” and 
of his willingness to bestow upon him “even greater heneficia if it were 
possible,” and concludes by imputing the blame for Frederick’s lapses to evil 
counsellors — a dark reference no doubt to the Chancellor, Rainald of 
Dassel, Archbishop of Cologne. Now the words conferre and beneficium 
have technical meanings: they are the terms used in feudal phraseology 
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to connote the grant of a fief by a lord to his vassal. It will never be known 
what Hadrian himself meant to imply. If he intended his words to be 
interpreted in the sense that he had bestowed the Empire upon Frederick 
as a papal fief, there was an end to all amicable relations between the 
ecclesiastical and secular lords of Christendom. And such indeed was the 
interpretation put upon it by one of his envoys, in all likelihood Cardinal 
Roland : “From whom then does he hold it if not from the Pope?” Feeling 
ran high among the outraged German princes, and Otto of Wittelsbach 
would have run the audacious prelate through the body had not Frederick 
himself interposed to prevent the shedding of blood. The Emperor was, 
however, deeply incensed; the legates were sent packing to Italy with all 
haste. He realised that a rupture with the Papacy was imminent, and took 
steps to secure the loyalty of the German Church by stating his case in a 
letter. He relates the episode of the Besan^on diet; he tells how he has 
searched the baggage of the cardinals and has found many other letters 
of a similar tenour and even blank mandates, sealed by the papal Chancery, 
for the legates to fill in arbitrarily to supply a sanction for their nefarious 
work of despoiling the churches of Germany 1 . Frederick concludes by 
refuting the papal claims of overlordship and by stating his own theory 
of the Empire; it is the doctrine of the two swords, the Empire is an in- 
dependent and divinely instituted lordship held direct “from God alone 
by the election of the princes.” Frederick’s attitude was upheld by the 
German bishops ; their reply to Hadrian’s letter soliciting their support, 
though moderate in tone, was an emphatic assertion of their belief in the 
Emperor’s right. Hadrian did not feel sufficiently prepared for the contest 
which he had brought upon himself, more especially as he could not count 
on the support of the clergy beyond the Alps ; more tactful legates were 
dispatched, who, after suffering capture and robbery at the hands of Alpine 
brigands, ultimately succeeded in reaching the Emperor’s court at Augs- 
burg. Frederick, like Hadrian, had no wish to precipitate a struggle. He 
was willing enough to listen to the conciliatory letter read out by Bishop 
Otto of Freising: bene/icium, the letter stated, in Rome, as in the Scriptures, 
had not the technical feudal sense; it implied simply a bonurn factum, a 
good deed ; the crowning of the Emperor was admittedly “a good deed.” 
When we say “we have conferred” the crown, we merely mean “we have 
imposed” the crown upon the royal head. By such quibbles the Emperor’s 
anger was appeased, and the legates returned to their master loaded with 
gifts and messages of friendship. 

Ever since the time of Gregory V II extreme papalists had been arguing 

1 Cf. II. Schrdrs, Untermchungen zum Streite Kaiser Friedrichs I mit Papst 
Hadrian 1 V (1157-1158), Bonn. Uni v. Progr.1915, The Curia, following on the success- 
ful advance made in its position in the time of Conrad III, proposed to undertake a wide 
visitation of the churches in the Empire by its legates. This fact helps to explain 
the blank mandates with which the legates were armed. Frederick’s measures were 
directed against further encroachments of papal influence. 



392 


Ecclesiastical policy 


the theory of the feudal subjection of the Empire to the Papacy! Pope 
Innocent II had caused the coronation of Lothar III to be commemorated 
in a picture hung in the palace of the Lateran. The Emperor was portrayed 
kneeling and receiving the crown from the enthroned Pontiff; below was 
inscribed this significant couplet: 

Rex venit ante fores, iuraus prius Urbis honores. 

Post homo lit Papae, sumit quo dante coronam. 

A picture and inscription so derogatory to the imperial dignity was, we 
need scarcely remark, destroyed at Barbarossa’s instance; but it revealed 
a tendency, and with this in our minds it is difficult to avoid the inference 
that the Curia, in dispatching the famous letter, had intended to set a 
subtle trap into which it was hoped the Emperor would fall and, by 
accepting the letter, would tacitly acknowledge the papal overlordship 
claimed in those both vague and technical phrases. Frederick’s legal mind 
and his astute Chancellor Rainald were not to be so easily caught, and the 
Curia had to recede along the path of verbal sophistry. 

The royal influence in ecclesiastical matters had sensibly diminished 
during the reigns of Lothar and Conrad III. St Bernard had jealously 
guarded the Church’s interests, and even the rights left to the king by the 
Worms Concordat were by no means always enforced. Gerhoh of Reichers- 
perg, the powerful champion of Church pretensions, was able to write in 
Conrad’s time: “Thanks to God, episcopal elections now take place without 
the presence of the king.” 1 But Bernard died in 1153, and a man was on 
the throne of Germany who would brook no interference with his rights 
or what he deemed to be his rights, would suffer no encroachments upon 
the position the law allowed him. Frederick was determined that his in- 
fluence should be felt in the elections of bishops and abbots. Within two 
months of his accession he interfered, and interfered with success, in the 
election to the vacant see of Magdeburg. The votes of the Chapter were 
divided between the provost, Gerhard, and the dean, Azzo. Frederick him- 
self appeared in the midst of the wrangling electors and recommended 
Wichmann, Bishop of Zeitz, who was duly chosen and immediately invested 
with the regalia of his see. It was a bold stroke, justified, it is true, so 
far as interference in a disputed election went, by the Concoi-dat ; but 
his action was open to attack on other grounds : it was contrary to Canon 
Law to translate a bishop without a licence from the Pope. Wichmann’s 
election, though upheld by the German bishops at Ratisbon, was denied at 
Rome. Eugenius III remained firm till his death in the summer of 1153; 
but his more compliant successor Anastasius IV yielded, and granted the 
pallium to the archbishop of Frederick’s choice. But the king would 
not often disturb the electoral gathering with his presence; he would 
rather work through trustworthy representatives, or he would send letters 
indicative of his will. So on the death of Rainald he wrote to the electors 


1 Gerhoh, MGH, lAbelli dt Lite , hi, 280, 
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of Cologne recommending his Chancellor Philip of Heinsberg as his 
successor, “him only and no other we wish to be elected without delay "; 
Arnold was appointed to the archbishopric of Treves in succession to 
Hillin “at the suggestion or advice of the Emperor.” The Concordat 
had also conceded to the king the right of deciding disputed elections — a 
right which Conrad had allowed to slip from his grasp. As we have seen, 
Frederick had exercised his authority in this respect in the case of the 
disputed election to the see of Magdeburg soon after his own accession, 
and had established a practice known as Devolutionsrecht to meet such 
cases, whereby the nomination devol\ r ed upon the Emperor; both can- 
didates were set aside and a third, his own nominee, was chosen. 

This policy, boldly and successfully carried out, completely changed the 
character of the German episcopate. The bishops of Frederick’s choice are 
men of practical experience, of administrative ability, men trained in the 
imperial Chancery ; Philip, the Chancellor, is appointed to the metropolitan 
see of Cologne for his skill in statecraft. Frederick’s bishops are politicians 
first, and only in the second place good churchmen. But they are never- 
theless distinguished men— Rainald of Dassel and Christian of Mayence 
are notable examples; they are men capable of governing the extensive 
dioceses of Germany. 

Moreover he made the weight of his influence felt in other spheres of 
the Church’s work; he claimed certain powers of jurisdiction over the 
clergy. In the peace ordinance of 1152 it is laid down that a clerk com- 
mitted for breach of the peace shall be punished in the local lay court, that 
of the count of the district, and in case of disobedience he shall be deprived 
of his office and benefice. At Ulm in the same year it was decreed that a man 
accused of damaging the property of the Church shall only be punished if 
he is found guilty in the lay court. He clung tenaciously to the rights of 
regalia and spolia. A doctrine had been growing up that property once 
bestowed upon the Church belonged to the Church for ever without the 
re-grant to a new bishop 1 ; this theory made the investiture of the regalia 
by the Emperor a matter of mere formality. Frederick determined that 
it should be a real thing, and heavily fined a bishop, Hartwig of Ratisbon, 
for disposing of the fiefs of his church before he had been duly invested 
with them. Further, he claimed that what he had granted he could like- 
wise take away from those who did not fulfil their duties of vassalship. 
So in 1154 he deprived Hartwig of Bremen and Ulrich of Halberstadt 
of the regalia for refusing to perform their military service on the Italian 
campaign. He appropriated the revenues of vacant churches and the move- 
able property of deceased bishops, and in the exercise of this last right, 
the ius spolii , caused much bitterness among the bishops; nevertheless, 
though strongly attacked by Urban III, the vexatious practice continued. 

These measures and these claims are characteristic of Frederick’s whole 
attitude towards the relations of Church and State ; the exercise of a certain 
1 Gerhoh, loc, tit. 
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control over the affairs of the Church was part of his duty as Emperor. 
His ecclesiastical policy was essentially conservative: he wished only to 
recover and to retain that authority over the Church which had been 
wielded by his predecessors; he looked back to the tradition of the great 
Emperors of the past, of Henry III, of Otto I, perhaps even of Charles the 
Great whom he caused to be canonised in 11(36. We are struck by the 
boldness of such a policy, but more surprising still is the ready compliance 
with which it was received by the German episcopate, and the compara- 
tively mild treatment meted out by the Curia. The legates at Constance 
in March 1153 had no doubt their own axe to grind, but it is indeed ex- 
traordinary to find them a month or two later sanctioning the deposition 
of Henry of Mayence on the sole ground that he had opposed the election 
of Frederick Barbarossa; moreover the royal nominee, the king’s own 
Chancellor Arnold, was raised to the thus vacated archbishopric without 
the slightest demur. Several others on purely political grounds were re- 
moved from their sees, Henry of Minden, Burchard of Eichstatt, Bernard 
of Hildesheim. Frederick began his reign with a definite and reactionary 
Church policy, and he carried it through with remarkably little opposition. 
The Gregorian party could count but few sympathisers among the German 
bishops ; those who, like Eberhard of Salzburg or Eberhard of Bamberg, 
approved of the hierarchical views of the Curia, were unfitted to organise 
and lead a great political party; they were not militant, they were not 
politicians, perhaps they were too loyal. At any rate Frederick in these 
early years was able to establish his control firmly over the German Church, 
firmly enough to be able to count on its support when at a later time he 
was to create a schism in Europe. The schism, it is true, roused Eberhard 
of Salzburg to declare himself openly on the side of Alexander III, and 
his example was followed by the Bishops of Brixen and Gurk; but his 
influence did not penetrate beyond the boundaries of his province. The 
rest of Germany stood firmly by Frederick and his Pope Victor IV till the 
latter’s death in April 1164. Then it was that the Germ an clergy adopted 
a different attitude; the bishops, who had readily accepted Victor, found 
a difficulty in accepting Paschal III. Not only was his election outrageously 
uneanonical, but an obvious opportunity of ending the schism had been 
allowed to slip by owing to the headstrong action of Rainald of Dassel. 
Opposition to Frederick’s policy was no longer confined to the province of 
Salzburg. The Archbishops of Mayence, of Treves, and of Magdeburg 
changed sides ; the Archbishop of Cologne, the promoter of Paschal, stood 
alone among the metropolitans of Germany to champion the imperial 
cause. It required much compulsion and not a few depositions to bring 
the German clergy to heel. The oath of Wurzburg, May 1165, never to 
recognise Alexander or one of his party as Pope, was extorted from an 
unwilling clergy and a not over-zealous laity under threat of the severest 
punishments. But it was Frederick’s strong personality and his immense 
energy which carried the day in Germany. Resistance continued only in 
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the province of Salzburg, and with this Frederick dealt with a high hand. 
The fiefs of the Church were confiscated and given to laymen; the Arch- 
bishop himself, Conrad, Eberhard’s successor, was declared an enemy to the 
Empire and was obliged to flee his diocese to the shelter of the monastery 
of Admont where he died shortly after (1168). His place was taken by 
Adalbert, a son of King Vladislav of Bohemia and a nephew of the Emperor; 
when he too declared for Alexander, in spite of his personal relationship 
to Frederick, he lost his see; but he was a young man and lived to be 
reappointed to his archbishopric ten years later, when the struggle had 
long passed by, and to hold it till the end of the century. 

Thus Frederick’s position in Germany was gradually retrieved; vacant 
sees were filled with staunch imperialists, and Frederick could once more 
enter Italy with the solid support of the German episcopate at his back. 
But if the German bishops stood loyally by Frederick, he stood loyally 
by them. He might have made a satisfactory, if not a glorious, peace in 
1169 by the sacrifice of his bishops. Alexander refused to admit the 
validity of their ordination, while Frederick made it an essential prelimi- 
nary to peace. The negotiations of 1175 broke down on the same point. 
After Legnano, Wichmann of Magdeburg, Conrad of Worms, and, a little 
later, Christian of Mayence, proceeded to Anagni to discuss terms. Both 
Frederick and Alexander were anxious for peace; the Pope’s authority 
and prestige had suffered more from the schism than had the Emperor’s; 
peace was even more essential to the conqueror than to the conquered 1 . 
The crucial question of the German bishops was again raised, and this 
time not in vain ; the bishops were confirmed in their sees. The authority 
which Frederick had acquired over the German Church survived the peace 
of Venice unchanged. Frederick continued to control elections, to insist 
that no vacancy should be filled without his consent, to exact homage and 
the oath of fealty from the bishop-elect before consecration; he continued 
to claim and to exercise the right of nomination in cases of disputed 
elections. In one instance of this kind Frederick was near being beaten; 
in 1183 the electors to the archbishopric of Treves were divided; the 
Emperor supported one candidate, the other appealed to Rome, and after 
a struggle won his case. But even on this occasion Frederick eventually 
had his way, and the papal candidate had to give place to one who met 
with the Emperor’s approval. So Frederick’s ecclesiastical policy from 
the beginning to the end of his reign was successful. Nevertheless, it is 
open to much criticism : it was too conservative, too reactionary ; it took 
no account of changed conditions; it could be maintained by a strong per- 
sonality such as Frederick possessed, but it could not last. The forces to 
which Frederick’s predecessors had submitted, and against which Frederick 
himself had striven, would revive ere long and ultimately triumph. 

That Frederick weathered the many storms to which the papal schism 
gave rise was due in large measure to his own personality and force of 
1 Hauck, iv, 302. 
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character; bat a share, and a large share in the success of the Emperor’s 
policy must be set to the credit of his Chancellor, Rainald of Dassel. 
The well-built, thick -set figure of Rainald is ever at the Emperor’s hand. 
He was a man of learning and of great statesmanlike qualities ; in character 
headstrong, but generous, cheerful, and affable. Trained, like his great 
opponent Alexander III, in the schools of Paris, and with practical ex- 
perience gained as provost of the cathedral churches of Hildesheim and 
Munster, he was raised in 1156 to the office of Imperial Chancellor. 
Henceforth he devoted all his energy and all the ability with which he 
was so plentifully endowed to the service of the Empire. He is diplomat, 
administrator, organiser of the imperial policy; he is a good soldier too, 
fearless and unhesitating in battle. His obstinacy of purpose carried his 
master through the difficult crises which the schism engendered, carried 
him farther perhaps than he would himself have liked to go. Had it not 
been for the influence of Rainald the schism might well have died with 
Victor IV in 1164; it is perhaps idle to speculate whether, had Rainald 
not succumbed to the pestilence in 1167, Legnano might not have been 
an imperial victory, the peace of Venice an imperial triumph 1 . 

It is Rainald who is entrusted with the delicate negotiations which 
brought about the numerous changes in the imperial foreign relations 
during the schism. Frederick was guided in his policy by the attitude 
adopted by the European powers towards the schism. Conrad Ill’s last 
efforts had been directed towards a close understanding with the Byzantine 
Emperor, and on his death -bed he had urged his successor to continue 
this policy. The interests of both Empires were alike threatened by the 
Norman kingdom. Frederick, though less eager than Conrad, was not 
averse to the alliance, and in 1153 he even sent ambassadors to Constan- 
tinople with proposals for a marriage with a Byzantine princess. On the 
other hand neither Pope nor Emperor wished to see a revival of Greek 
influence in South Italy; and this was soon manifestly revealed as Manuel’s 
intention. By the compact of Constance (1153), therefore, both Pope and 
Emperor bound themselves to concede to Manuel no Italian territory and 
to expel him if he should attempt a landing. This was virtually the end 
of the friendly relations between the Eastern and Western Empires. It 
was followed by the renewal of the Papal-Norm an alliance, the victory 
of the Normans over the Greeks, and, as a result, a truce between these 
two powers. The Pope and the Eastern Emperor, who at the outset of 
the reign were allied with Frederick against the Normans, were no w allied 
with the Normans against Frederick. With the schism came the need for 
allies. The Emperor therefore turned his attention to the West of Europe, 
to the Kings of France and England. Louis VII and Henry II were keen 
rivals ; neither was anxious for a German alliance or to recognise an im- 
perial Pope, but still less did either wish to see the other reap the advan- 

1 See tlie laudatory verses of the Archipoeta, ed. Manitius Munchner Texte, vi, 
1913. 
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tage which such an alliance would yield. So their attitude remained 
undecided; the attempt of Henry of Troyes, Count of Champagne, to 
bring Frederick and Louis together on the Saone (1162) broke down. 
The quarrel of Henry II and Thomas of Canterbury made the prospect 
of an English alliance more hopeful; in 1165 Rainald of Dassel visited 
England and succeeded in bringing about the desired result; the English 
ambassadors at the Wurzburg diet went so far as to promise recognition 
to Paschal. But the alliance served little useful purpose and was soon at 
an end. More important and more permanent results emanated from the 
second attempt on the part of the Count of Champagne to bring about 
an alliance between the Hohenstaiifen and the Capetians; a meeting of 
the two monarchs actually took place on 14 February 1171 between Tout 
and Vaucouleurs. The friendly relations established on this occasion 
matured later (1187) into a close alliance. Louis VII was now dead, but 
his son and successor Philip Augustus met Frederick in a conference near 
Mouzon on the Meuse and there the alliance was sealed. It was a natural 
one; both kings had over-powerful vassals to cope with, and these vassals, 
Henry II of England and Henry the Lion of Saxony, were united by a 
marriage tie, the importance of which was disclosed after the fall of the 
Saxon Duke. It was to endure, in spite of rash attempts of King Henry 
to interfere in French affairs on behalf of Philip's enemies in 1185-6, till 
the joint forces of Welf and Angevin were finally shattered on the field 
of Bou vines in 1214. 

While Frederick was engaged in fighting for his imperial rights in the 
Lombard plains, Henry the Lion was building up a strong, well-ordered 
state in the north-east of Germany. The conquest of the Wendish lands 
beyond the Elbe, which had never hitherto been successfully achieved, 
was now systematically undertaken. For the first time in history this 
country became permanently subjected to German rule. Instead of the 
haphazard plundering raids, useless burnings, and wholesale massacres 
which characterised the border warfare of the past, Henry employed the 
most up-to-date methods of military science; he had learnt at the sieges 
of Milan and Crema how a siege should be conducted, and the strongholds 
of the Slavs could not stand against the new forms of siege-engines and 
battering-rams which he applied to their walls; organised campaigns 
rapidly put an end to such resistance as they were able to make in the 
open. They had no choice but to submit or to retire into the swamp and 
forest land of the interior. There were of course outbreaks of rebellion. 
In Henry's absence in the south the Slavs would strike a blow for their 
lost independence, would take to their ships and ravage the coasts of Den- 
mark; but the years 1160-1162 saw the last serious attempt to throw off 
the German yoke. In the summer of 1160 Henry crossed the Elbe, while 
his ally Waldemar advanced with Danish troops from the coast; the Slav 
strongholds, Ilow, Mecklenburg, Schwerin, and Dobin were abandoned 
and destroyed; the Slavs themselves retired inland as the German army 
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advanced. At Mecklenburg the sons of Niclot, the chief of the Obotrites, 
attempted to resist, but they were easily defeated, and Niclot himself fell 
in a skirmish with a foi'aging party. So ended the campaign of that year. 
But the sons of the fallen chief, Pribislav and Vratislav, were yet to give 
trouble. Of their father’s possessions the fortress of Werla alone had been 
restored to them ; the rest Henry had bestowed upon his followers, the 
most conspicuous of whom, Guncelin of Hagen, became Count of Schwerin, 
and it was against him that the attack of 1161 was in the main directed. 
Count Adolf with his Holsteiners penetrated into the swampy waste 
whither Pribislav had withdrawn, while Henry and Guncelin attacked 
Vratislav in his fortress of Werla. After an obstinate resistance the place 
fell into Henry’s hands, and with it Vratislav whom Henry retained a 
captive at Brunswick. His brother held his own for another year. In 
February 1162 he attacked Mecklenburg, captured and burnt the town, 
massacred the garrison, enslaved the women and children. The prompt 
action of Guncelin of Hagen alone prevented further calamities ; marching 
straight for Ilow, the place next threatened, he frustrated the attempts 
of the Slav prince and compelled him to retreat. Vratislav was hanged 
for complicity in the plans of his elder brother. Then Henry himself, 
supported by many of the neighbouring princes, Waldemar, Albert the 
Bear, and Adolf of Schauenburg, took the field. The previous tactics were 
again adopted : the Danish king attacked by sailing up the river Peene, 
Henry by marching across country against the fortress of Demmin. An 
advance guard was sent forward under Adolf, Guncelin, and Christian 
of Oldenburg. The necessary precautions were, however, neglected, and 
a catastrophe followed. On the morning of 6 July, the camp was sur- 
prised and, in spite of a brave defence, in which Count Adolf lost his life, 
the Slavs were temporarily successful. But while the victors were scattered 
through the camp in search of booty, the German troops rallied under 
their leaders, made a counter-attack, and little by little regaining the 
lost ground, finally turned the disorganised ranks of the enemy to flight. 
Henry arrived in the evening to find the day which had begun so disas- 
trously ended in a brilliant success. Having joined forces with Waldemar, 
the duke followed up the victory and drove the Slavs, who had fired the 
fortress of Demmin and retired inland, to surrender. Thus ended the last 
serious campaign which Henry had to make on his eastern frontier. But 
its success was overcast by a great blow, the death of Count Adolf of 
Schauenburg. He it was who had been responsible for much of the 
development in the Wendish country. Holstein under his organisation 
had prospered as it had never done before; however, the young colonies 
no longer needed his firm hand and his watchful care; they were now, 
thanks to him, strong enough to continue their growth unaided. 

Christianity too made rapid progress. The Church in Slavonia had 
passed through many vicissitudes. The see of Oldenburg, founded by 
Otto I in 968, was divided by Adalbert, Archbishop of Bremen, into 
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three parts, Oldenburg, Mecklenburg, and Ratzeburg (1052-1054); but, 
shortly after, the three bishoprics became vacant and remained so for 84 
years until they were re-established by Hartwig of Bremen in 1149. Their 
existence nevertheless continued to be precarious, and it was only when 
at the Diet of Goslar in 1154 Henry, in spite of the protests of Arch- 
bishop Hartwig, was granted the right of investiture to the three bishoprics 
and to any others which should be founded in the Wendish country 
hereafter, that substantial headway could be made 1 . This imperial con- 
cession moreover later received papal confirmation. That the administra- 
tion of Church and State should be controlled by one hand was almost 
essential to the success of a country in the earliest stages of its civilisation, 
and henceforth the missionary work in Slavonia made steady progress. 
Henry was content not merely with sanctioning appointments made by 
the Chapter, but himself took the initiative; Gerold, for example, Vicelin’s 
successor at Oldenburg, was the duke’s chaplain and formerly scholasticus 
and a canon at Brunswick. The task of this new bishop was not an easy 
one; he arrived at Oldenburg to find, instead of the flourishing town of 
Vicelin’s day, a deserted ruin; a half-destroyed chapel alone stood to mark 
the once busy missionary centre. There can moreover have been little 
real enthusiasm among the Slavs for the new religion. Life was difficult; 
taxation was onerous; the new civilisation brought with it new burdens. 
Henry was a hard task-master; obedience to him was all they understood. 
“There may be a God in Heaven,” Niclot answered to Henry’s exhorta- 
tions, “he is your God. You be our God, and we are satisfied. You 
worship Him, we will worship you.” Nevertheless, in spite of all, progress 
was made; the churches were rebuilt, and received generous endowment 
from Henry’s treasury. 

Moreover there was peace in the land. Helmold, the simple parish 
priest of Bosau, who chronicled the events that were passing in the country 
around him, speaks with unbounded enthusiasm of the great duke and of 
the beneficial results of his energy and enterprise. “He says peace, and 
they obey; he commands war, and they say; ‘we are ready.’” So he 
writes at the conclusion of his Chronicle of the Slavs. And again, “All 
the region of the Slavs from the Eider, which is the boundary of the 
kingdom of the Danes, extending between the Baltic Sea and the Elbe 
through long tracts of country to Schwerin, once bristling with snares and 
almost a desert, is now, thanks to God, become one united Saxon colony, 
and cities and towns are built there, churches and the number of Christ’s 
servants are multiplied.” These words contain no exaggeration. West- 
phalian, Frisian, and Flemish colonists had now firmly established them- 

1 This is not an isolated example of the grant of such a privilege : similar grants 
were made to Count Thierry of Flanders in respect of the bishopric of Cambray and 
to Duke Berth old of Zahringen in respect of the bishopric of Lausanne; the former 
privilege was afterwards revoked in deference to the protest of the bishop concerned. 
See JEIauck, Kirchengesehichte Deutschland#, iv, 210. 
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selves in the newly-acquired territory; the country was administered and 
kept at peace from strongholds such as Schwerin, Malchow, and How, 
fortressed and garrisoned by German troops. Even in distant Pomerania 
a significant advance was made when in 1163 it became subject to Henry; 
German influence began to penetrate deep, and the Cistercians and the 
Premonstratensians successfully pushed forward the work of conversion. 

Of the numerous activities of Henry the Lion perhaps his patronage 
of commercial and municipal development had the most lasting results. 
In this direction, it must be admitted, his policy was often carried out at 
the expense of others. The new city of Lubeck, founded by Count Adolf 
of Schauenburg in 1143, was already shewing signs of its future commercial 
greatness and was rapidly absorbing the trade of the Baltic; the duke’s 
town of Bardowiek suffered in consequence. Henry demanded a half-share 
in the profits of the market of the city; the demand not unnaturally was 
refused, and the market of Lubeck was closed by the duke’s order (1152). 
A fire destroying the greater part of the city completed its ruin. At the 
request of the citizens a new town was built for them in the neighbourhood, 
called after its founder Lowenstadt. But the narrowness of its harbour, 
which could admit only the smallest ships, hampered its trade, and the 
town failed. Nevertheless it served its purpose, for Count Adolf was forced 
to yield to the duke’s will. The abandoned city was rebuilt under the 
auspices of Henry, the burghers returned, and trade once more flourished 
in the port of Lubeck 1 . Under Henry’s patronage the town developed 
with extraordinary rapidity; in 1160, by the removal thither of the seat 
of the Bishop of Oldenburg, Lubeck acquired an ecclesiastical, in addition 
to its commercial, importance. In Bavaria also Henry stimulated trade, 
and it was to a trade dispute between the duke and Bishop Otto of Freising 
that Bavaria owes the early prosperity of its modern capital. The rich 
supplies of salt from the Reichenhall mines were carried along the road 
from Salzburg to Augsburg and crossed the Isar at V ehr ingen, a little to wn 
belonging to Bishop Otto, who drew a handsome revenue from the tolls. 
By the building of a bridge at Munich, then an insignificant village, and 
by the destruction of the old one, Henry not only diverted the trade 

1 Henry’s charter to Lubeck contained the grant of mint, toll, and market 
Rietschel in a paper on the town policy of Henry the Lion read before the International 
Historical Congress at Berlin, 1908, tried to prove that Henry was the first to develop 
the constitution of the Rath. His evidence is the charter of 1188 to Liibeck in which 
Frederick concedes omnia iura qae primus loci fundator Heinricus quondam dux Saxonie 
eis concessit et privilegio suo firmaiit. The charter, however, though partly based on 
a genuine original, is a forgery of the years 1222-5. The Bath does not emerge until 
the last fifteen, years of the twelfth: century, and then it makes its first appearance in 
the Rhine district — between 1185-1198 at Basle, Strasbourg, Worms, Spires, and 
Utrecht. The first evidence for it at Lubeck is in 1201. Cf. Hermann Bloch, Der 
Freibrief Friedrichs If Hr Lubcclc und der Vrsprung der Rathverfassung in Deutschland. 
(Zeitschrift des Vereins fur IMbeckische Qeschichte und Altertiunskunde, Vol. xvi, 
Liibeck, 1914.) 
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through his territory and the revenues to his treasury, but raised the 
little place to a city of the first importance. The bishop’s remonstrances 
went unheeded by the Emperor, who sanctioned Henry’s arrangements at 
the court at Magdeburg in 1158. 

But Henry’s rule threatened the independence of the nobility; for he 
did not confine his almost sovereign power to the frontier and to the newly- 
won Wendish lands, but exercised it in Saxony itself. The traditional 
policy of the Billung dukes had been to interfere very little in the affairs 
of the duchy except on the border and in their own personal posses- 
sions. Henry, regardless of tradition, interfered everywhere, strained 
the use of his jurisdiction to the utmost limits, and attempted even to 
transform the countships into administrative offices under his immediate 
control. He sought further to increase his power and possessions by 
claiming the inheritance of counts who left no direct male heir. As early 
as 1144 he had thus laid claim to the inheritance of the murdered Count 
Rudolf of Stade, territory of the first importance to him, for it commanded 
both banks of the mouth of the Elbe, but by so doing he involved himself 
in a life-long feud with the count’s brother, Hartwig, afterwards Arch- 
bishop of Bremen; he laid claim to the lands of Christian of Oldenburg 
despite the claims of the count’s son who was a minor (1167); to those 
of the Count of Asseburg despite the claims of the count’s daughter (1170). 
Had it not been for the imperial support, Henry could not have stood 
against the opposition he was creating; but for the first twenty -five years 
of the reign Emperor and duke were the best of friends. The success of 
their respective activities depended largely on this mutual understanding; 
Frederick, relieved of the burden, which had borne heavily on his pre- 
decessors, of protecting the eastern frontier of his kingdom, of maintaining 
the peace of Germany, could devote himself whole-heartedly to his Italian 
policy; Henry with the free hand allowed him by the Emperor could in- 
crease and consolidate his unrivalled position north of the Alps, 

Nevertheless the Saxon princes were not prepared to stand idle when 
their independence was at stake. Conspiracies were common, and when the 
Emperor left for Italy in the autumn of 1166 the struggle began in earnest. 
Many princes and bishops were united against him: Wichmann of Magde- 
burg and Herman of Hildesheim ; Louis, the Landgrave of Thuringia, and 
Henry’s old associate in the Slav campaigns, Christian of Oldenburg; and 
there was of course Henry’s keenest rival in East Saxony, the Ascanian, 
Albert the Bear, and his four sons, each of whom was to rise to a power- 
ful position after the death of their father four years later. Fighting at 
first centred round Haldensleben, Goslar, and Bremen ; with these attacks 
Henry was well able to cope, but the prospect looked more serious when 
the Archbishops of Magdeburg and Cologne joined in an offensive and 
defensive alliance directed at his overthrow. The sudden death of Rainald 
in Italy in 1167 and of Hartwig in the following year relieved the situation, 
and the return of Frederick settled the matter in Henry’s favour. For the 
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moment there was peace; Albert the Bear, the leader of the opposition 
among the East Saxon princes, died in 1170, so that Henry could safely 
leave the charge of his affairs to his English wife Matilda, daughter of 
Henry II, whom he had married in 1168 at Brunswick, and could set off 
on a pilgrimage to Jerusalem (1172). 

On Henry’s return to Germany there are no obvious signs of a change 
of attitude in his relations with the Emperor. They meet frequently, and 
apparently on cordial terms of friendship. There were nevertheless grounds 
for friction. Old Welf VI, since the loss of his son by the pestilence in 
Italy (1167), thinking that in his advanced age he could make better use 
of money than of land, resolved to sell his inheritance. He offered it first 
to Henry who, though accepting the proposal readily enough, was tardy 
in the matter of payment; Welf therefore approached his other nephew, 
Frederick, who concluded the bargain forthwith. Henry was thus deprived 
of a rich portion of the estates of his family, lands on both sides of the 
Alps, on which he had surely counted. This was a grievance but not the 
only one that rankled in the heart of Henry. Frederick had attempted, 
it was said, to get into his hands the disposal of Henry’s inheritance in the 
event of the latter’s death in the Holy Land. Nor was the bitterness all on 
one side ; the Emperor too had cause to complain of his cousin. Henry had 
been drawn into relations with foreign powers who were not in sympathy 
with Frederick’s Italian policy — with the Eastern Emperor Manuel who 
was aiding the Lombards, with Henry II of England, his father-in-law, 
who had recognised Alexander III. 

So the breach widens. The collapse of the great Welf power was at 
hand. A campaign to Italy was arranged for the autumn of the year 1174, 
and in this campaign Henry took no part. Frederick, whose Lombard 
adversaries had grown in strength, had become more united, more stub- 
bornly resolved to resist to the last, could ill afford to dispense with the 
troops which Henry could bring into the field. It is unlikely that 
he willingly left the duke in Germany even for so important a task 
as the maintenance of peace; nor in the circumstances was Henry, 
surrounded as be was by personal enemies, very likely to succeed in this. 
The two met for the last time on terms of friendship at Ratisbon in May 
1174. Their next meeting, if indeed it is historical, is the famous inter- 
view at Chiavenna. This is altogether a very mysterious episode. The 
chroniclers who refer to it are so confused in their knowledge that many 
scholars are led to the conclusion that the whole thing is a myth, a legend 
spread by ballad singers after Henry’s death in 1195; and their contention 
is so far supported in that we possess no account of it written near the time 
it was supposed to have taken place. With the exception of Gilbert of 
Mons, who probably wrote in 1196, and the Marbach Annals, which are 
attributed to the year 1184, all our authorities belong to the first quarter 
of the thirteenth century. Yet it is difficult to understand how such a 
widely, though inaccurately, known story could have arisen entirely with- 
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out foundation. It was after his army had suffered severe losses at the 
siege of Alessandria that Frederick in the spring of 1176 sought a personal 
interview with his cousin. They met at Chiavenna, and the Emperor 
begged for the other’s assistance; he even humbled himself before his proud 
subject, for, it seems, he realised that he must make amends for something, 
presumably his conduct while Henry was in Palestine. Henry, on the other 
hand, felt himself in a position to dictate terms, and he demanded the 
restoration of Goslar, which he had ceded to the Emperor as the price of 
peace in 1168, as a fief; the terms were too heavy, and the two parted in 
enmity. So runs the story and, in spite of the difficulties, we may accept 
the substance of it. Moreover it has an important bearing on what 
followed. Though the refusal of help and the subsequent trial cannot be 
regarded as cause and effect, it is impossible to deny the influence of the 
one on the other. The breach between the former friends was now almost, 
if not quite, irreparable; the Emperor would no longer arbitrate in the 
duke’s quarrels as a friend, not even as an impartial judge, but as a man 
determined on the duke’s ruin; and it was a quarrel between the duke and . 
the Saxon princes which gave rise to the famous trial. 

The quarrel centred round the bishopric of Halberstadt. Its Bishop, 
Ulrich, as long ago as 1160 had been deprived of his see for the attitude 
he had adopted in the papal schism ; for he had recognised Alexander III. 
His place had been filled by one Gero, a close friend of the duke. By the 
terms of the agreement reached at Anagni and confirmed at Venice, Ulrich 
was restored to his old see, and he immediately set about undoing all the 
acts of the usurper; he claimed back the fiefs of his church which had been 
granted to Henry ; he dismissed from their benefices the clergy appointed 
by Gero under the duke’s patronage. Henry was engaged in a campaign 
in Pomerania, and was besieging the fortress of Demmin, when the news 
of these events reached him. Having hurriedly concluded a truce with the 
Slavs, he hastened back to Saxony. The last move of the bishop was still 
more threatening; on a hill in the near neighbourhood of Halberstadt 
he built a fortress, obviously as a basis of operations against the duke. 
Twice was the stronghold destroyed and twice rebuilt. A command from 
the Emperor in Italy, bidding the princes to refrain from repairing the 
obnoxious fortress, for the moment restored peace. But Henry’s position 
was becoming daily more hazardous; a portion of his army had suffered 
a severe defeat and the loss of more than four hundred prisoners at the 
hands of Bernard of Anhalt; then early in the year 1178 an offensive and 
defensive alliance was concluded against him at Cassel between Ulrich and 
the formidable Philip of Cologne. The duke’s castles and lands in West- 
phalia were attacked and plundered, and it was only with difficulty that 
Archbishop Wichmann of Magdeburg succeeded in preventing further 
hostilities till the Emperor’s return. He returned towards the end of 
October, and both parties laid their complaints before him at a diet held 
at Spires on 11 November 1178. 
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We are now launched into a sea of uncertainty and doubt. Innumer- 
able questions arise: What was the Emperor’s attitude? What were the 
grounds of complaint against the duke?' What course did the proceedings 
follow? According to what law was he judged? Where and when was the 
case heard? All and each of these questions are capable of more than one 
answer. The only incontrovertible authority is the document drawn up 
at the Diet of Gelnhausen on IB April 1180, which, while having as its 
main object the partition of the Saxon duchy, gives an official account of 
the course of the trial. This too is not free from criticism. The original 
manuscript is in parts wholly illegible; we have to rely on a transcript 
made in 1B06; it is open to a variety of interpretations according to the 
way in which it is punctuated. But still it tells us much that we wish 
to know; it makes it clear that there were two distinct legal processes, 
one according to customary law, landrecht, one according to feudal law, 
lehnrecht. In the former there is a single summons 1 , the Swabian princes 
-—Henry’s tribal peers — -are the judges 2 , the sentence is the ban; in the 
latter there are three citations, the princes without differentiation of 
tribe are the judges, the punishment is the loss of fiefs. The document 
tells us further that it was the complaints of the princes which initiated 
the proceedings; for Henry “had sorely oppressed the liberty of the 
Church and of the princes of the Empire by seizing their possessions and 
by threatening their rights.” 

He was summoned to Worms on IB January 1179 to answer to the 
charges but failed to appear, and a new hearing was arranged for 24 J une 
at Magdeburg. Here, as Henry was again absent, the ban was pronounced 
against him according to customary law. Now new charges are brought 
into court: Henry in spite of warnings has continued his aggressions 
against the princes; a Saxon noble, Dietrich of Landsberg, declared that 
at Henry’s instigation the Lusatians had made an incursion into his 
territory, and was prepared to prove his assertion by battle — a challenge 
which Henry refused; Henry had shewn contempt of the imperial com- 
mands. It is now “evident high treason,” and the suit according to 

1 The rule in customary law was that three summonses should be issued to the 
defendant with terms of fourteen days intervening. But could these three intervals 
be made consecutive in one long term of six weeks? Suits by customary law were 
commonly of a local character and were heard in local courts. Tbe short terms were 
therefore quite practicable. When however the suit was cognisable in the imperial 
court, which was always moving about, frequent short summonses were difficult. One 
peremptory citation after a six weeks’ interval would be an obvious and natural eva- 
sion of this inconvenience. Giiterbock, Per Prozess Heinrichs des Lowen (1009), pp. 
lolsq., cites eight instances of this practice : Otto of Nordheim, Lothar of Supplin- 
burg, Frederick of Swabia, Conrad of Salzburg, Otto of Wittelsbach, Frederick of 
Iseubnrg, Ottokar of Bohemia, and Guy of Flanders. Haller, Her Sturz Heinrichs 
des Lowen (1911), contests this view and believes there were three citations in both 
suits, pp. 1367 sq. 

2 The tribe was determined by the situation of the family castle (in the case of 
the Welfs, Altdorf in Swabia), i.e. by descent. 
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feudal law goes forward. A second hearing was fixed for 17 August at 
Kaina, and a third for 13 January 1180 at Wurzburg, where — on the 
ground of contumacy, the repeated neglect of the imperial summons — 
the sentence, the loss of his fiefs, fell. We are told 1 that Henry made an 
attempt to secure a reconciliation, perhaps the removal of the ban, after 
the Diet of Magdeburg. A meeting between Henry and the Emperor 
apparently took place at Haldensleben, where the price of peace was set 
at 5000 marks; Henry refused to pay so large a sum, and the negotiations 
broke down. The law therefore took its course. At the Diet of Geln- 
hausen, 13 April 1180, the duchy of Saxony was partitioned. Westphalia, 
severed from the duchy, was granted with ducal powers to the Archbishop 
Philip of Cologne; the remainder, the portion east of the Weser, with 
the title of Duke of Saxony, was conferred upon the Aseanian prince, 
Bernard of Anhalt, the younger son of Albert the Bear. But Henry in 
the course of his career had accumulated a number of Church fiefs in his 
hands; these now reverted to the bishops, leaving to the new duke but a 
comparatively small portion of Henry’s extensive territorial possessions 
in east and middle Saxony. In the Bavarian capital, Ratisbon, a diet 
was held on 24 June 1180. Its object was twofold; first, as a year and a 
day had elapsed since the publication of the ban at Magdeburg, Henry’s 
complete outlawry, th s oberacht, was pronounced, and a campaign to give 
effect to the sentence was arranged to open on 25 July. Secondly, 
Henry’s Bavarian duchy and fiefs were declared forfeit. Three months 
later (16 September), at Altenburg, Bavaria was subjected to a treatment 
similar to that of Saxony. The March of Styria was completely detached 
and raised to the position of an independent duchy under Ottokar, its 
former margrave; the dukedom thus diminished in extent was conferred 
upon Otto of Wittelsbach. 

No single event in the Middle Ages so profoundly altered the map of 
Germany as the fall of Henry the Lion. In place of the four or five large 
compact duchies, the conspicuous feature of the Germany of the Saxon 
and Salian Emperors, we have now some few duchies, relatively small, and 
innumerable independent principalities, little and great, scattered broad- 
cast over the country. The duke moreover no longer stands in a place 
apart, unrivalled in his wealth, power, and magnificence; there are others 
as powerful as or more powerful than he: the Margrave of Brandenburg, 
the Landgrave of Thuringia, the Count-Palatine of the Rhine. The day 
of the tribal duchy has passed away. 

Henry was condemned but not subdued; all this time, while the long 
and dreary trial was going forward, warfare between the ducal and the 
anti-ducal party had continued unceasingly, and fortune had on the 
whole favoured Henry. Halberstadt had been captured and burnt by the 
duke’s men, and its Bishop Ulrich made prisoner; the Archbishops of 
Magdeburg and Cologne had laid siege to the duke’s town of Haldens- 
1 Arnold of Lubeck, ii, 10. 
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leben, but in spite of every effort they were forced after some months to 
abandon the attempt to take it. A truce gave both parties a much- 
needed rest during the early months of the next year, 1180; but in April 
fighting began again, and still Henry was successful. Though he failed 
to capture Guslar, to which he laid siege, he gained an important victory 
over an army led by Louis of Thuringia and Bernard of Anhalt at 
Weissensee on the Unstrut, pursued the enemy as far as Miihlhausen, and 
returned triumphantly, with more than four hundred prisoners, among 
them the Landgrave Louis himself, to Brunswick. At the duke’s bidding, 
the obedient Wends swept ravaging through the Lausitz. On 30 July 
Bishop Ulrich of Halberstadt, the source of much of Henry’s trouble, died, 
and two days later came the news of a considerable victory in Westphalia. 
There a number of discontented vassals rose against their feudal lord; a 
strong army under Henry’s old associates in the Slav campaigns, the 
younger Adolf of Schauenburg, Bernard of Ratzeburg, and Guncelin of 
Schwerin, joined battle with them at Halrefeld, and after hard fighting 
utterly routed them. 

But this was the last of Henry’s triumphs. The Emperor himself had 
taken the field in July; after capturing Lichtenburg, an important 
stronghold of the duke, he held a diet at Werla whence he issued a decree 
commanding Henry’s vassals to join his standard. A large number of 
desertions was the result. Henry moreover had failed in his attempts to 
secure foreign aid; he had approached Denmark and England. But his 
old ally Waldemar was now strong enough to rest on his own resources; 
his dependence on Henry was irksome, and he was only too glad to stand 
by and watch the discomfiture of his former master. Henry II of England, 
though full of good intentions towards his son-in-law, was not prepared 
single-handed to entangle himself in so large an enterprise as war with 
the Emperor would entail. One after another Henry’s supporters fell 
away and surrendered their castles; one after another his strongholds 
opened their gates to the Emperor. The burghers of Lubeek put up a 
gallant fight, for they owed much of their prosperity to the duke’s 
paternal care. But Waldemar of Denmark had now openly declared 
himself on Frederick’s side; between the Danish fleet and the German 
troops the town was so closely invested that further resistance was useless ; 
the citizens, not however before they had obtained the express permission 
of their patron, surrendered their city. The fall of Lubeck crippled 
Henry’s resources. He attempted to negotiate, he attempted to make a 
last stand at Stade ; but the time had passed for negotiations, and the 
town of Stade fell into the hands of Philip of Cologne; it remained only 
for him to submit. He appeared at a diet held at Erfurt, bowed himself 
before the Emperor, who characteristically raised him from the ground 
and kissed him amid tears. He was granted the two cities of his patri- 
mony, Brunswick and Liineburg, but it was considered, and, as events 
proved, with j ustice, unsafe to allow him to remain in Germany. He was 
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therefore banished under oath not to return without Frederick’s leave. 
The terms were hard, and foreign powers viewed with alarm the total 
collapse of the great Welf power, Henry II of England, Pope Alexander III, 
Philip Augustus, and Philip, Count of Flanders, used their endeavours to 
persuade the Emperor to a more lenient course; and their efforts were not 
without success: the term of banishment was limited to three years and a 
portion of his revenues was allotted to the exiled duke. So in the summer 
of 1182 Henry with his family left Brunswick to spend the years of 
banishment at the court of his father-in-law in Normandy and England. 

For the general peace of the country it was no doubt better that 
.Henry should be out of Germany, but it is none the less true that his 
overthrow and banishment caused a serious set-back to his work on the 
eastern frontier. Duke Bernard had neither the ability nor the resources 
necessary to carry it on effectively; he had little influence among the East 
Saxon nobility, who quarrelled among themselves and threw the country 
into anarchy. “In those days there was no king in Israel,” laments Arnold 
of Lubeck, “and each man ruled in the manner of a tyrant.” Denmark 
took the opportunity to re-assert its independence; Canute VI, who had 
succeeded his father Waldemar in May 1182, soon gained ascendency in 
Holstein and Mecklenburg; he defeated Bogislav of Pomerania and made 
him his vassal; finally he refused his homage to Frederick. 

But these disasters were confined to the north-east corner of Germany ; 
elsewhere the Emperor’s power and prestige were greater than they had 
ever been. Here the chronicler tells a different tale; “all the tumult of 
war has been stilled,” and the brilliant festival of Mayence at Whitsuntide 
1184 bears testimony to the success of the Emperor’s rule. In the broad 
meadows on the banks of the Rhine a vast city of wooden palaces and 
bright-coloured tents was erected to house the multitude of princes and 
foreign envoys that came thither to witness the knighting of the two 
elder sons of Frederick, King Henry and Duke Frederick of Swabia. For 
three days the large company were entertained as the Emperor’s guests 
with festivities and tournaments. To Henry, thus ceremoniously knighted, 
was entrusted the regency during the Emperor’s absence (1184-5). Born 
in 116*5, he was crowned at Aix-la-Chapelle when but four years old; 
now at the age of nineteen he was called to a position of the highest 
responsibility and difficulty; and if his youthful efforts at administration 
were not entirely successful, it was because unaided he had to deal with 
problems which might well have baffled more experienced rulers. There 
was no Rainald of Cologne, no Christian of Mayence, no statesman- 
bishop on whom he could rely for assistance. Philip of Cologne, the 
most powerful man at the moment, was already adopting a hostile 
attitude towards the crown, which was soon to he aggravated into open 
hostility when the young king early in 1185 imposed a fine upon him for 
breaking the peace in a feud with the burghers of Duisburg. 

A dispute over the archbishopric at Treves made matters worse. 
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Quarrel with Pope Urban III 


Two candidates claimed to have been elected to the see in May 1183 — 
Rudolf of Wied, provost of the Cathedral, and the Archdeacon Folmar. 
Frederick summoned the electors to a diet at Constance, on the advice of 
the princes ordered a fresh election, and subsequently invested the suc- 
cessful candidate Rudolf with the regalia. Folmar, who had originally 
received a majority of the votes, vigorously protested against the whole 
proceeding, against Fredericks interference, and most of all against the 
election of his rival. He appealed to the Pope, and even used armed force 
to keep Rudolf from entering upon his duties; in Germany his cause was 
championed by Philip of Cologne, Rudolfs by King Henry who impetu- 
ously took up arms against the supporters of Folmar. Pope Lucius III 
hesitated to give a decision on the appeal; but his successor, Frederick’s 
old enemy Archbishop Humbert of Milan, as Pope Urban III, im- 
mediately confirmed the appointment of the anti-imperialist candidate 
and consecrated Folmar. Henry, by way of retaliation, was sent on a 
plundering expedition into the papal patrimony. The Treves election 
dispute in this way brought the Emperor once more into hostility with 
the Curia. Moreover other issues were involved: the still undecided 
claim to the inheritance of the Countess Matilda, and the coronation of 
his son. To this last demand both Lucius and Urban were deaf. It 
was not possible, they said, that two Emperors should rule the Empire 
at one and the same time. Frederick therefore took the matter into his 
own hands; at the feast which celebrated at Milan the nuptials of 
Henry and Constance of Sicily he had his son crowned King of Italy at 
the hands of Ulrich, the Patriarch of Aquileia, and associated him 
with himself in the government of the Empire. 

Philip, Archbishop of Cologne, formerly the zealous champion of the 
imperial cause against Alexander III, had now, as we have seen, set him- 
self at the head of the opposition to Frederick and his son in Germany. 
Having, on the fall of Henry the Lion, acquired the duchy of Westphalia, 
he had become a territorial prince with interests of his own to follow, 
interests which clashed with those of the Empire. He had behind him, 
moreover, a considerable party; many of the bishops, especially those of 
his metropolitan diocese, sympathised with the attitude he had adopted 
in the papal-imperial controversy, and more especially was this the case 
when Urban III retaliated against the Emperor by an attack on the 
latter’s rights to the regalia and spolia , vexatious rights which they would 
gladly see abolished. Many of the lay nobles, on the other hand, saw in 
his policy the advancement of particularist as opposed to national or im- 
perial interests; so we find enrolled among Philip’s partisans Louis, the 
Landgrave of Thuringia, and Adolf, Count of Holstein. For foreign 
allies he could reckon of course on the Curia, perhaps on Denmark and 
England. To the latter court he had paid a visit apparently with the 
object of arranging a marriage between Prince Richard and a daughter 
of the Emperor; it is not impossible that he used the occasion to come 
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to an understanding with the banished Henry the Lion at the same time; 
however, when the duke returned from exile about Michaelmas 1185, he 
seems to have lived peaceably at Brunswick without taking any active 
steps to support the great coalition which was gathering against the 
Emperor. 

The situation was serious; but Frederick was equal to the occasion. 
He hurried back from Italy in the summer of 1186. Having tried with- 
out success to settle matters at a personal interview with Philip, he 
summoned a diet to Gelnhausen in December, himself addressed the 
bishops in a long speech in which he expatiated on his grievances, especi- 
ally regarding the Treves election, and finally won them over to his way 
of thinking. Conrad of Mayence, on behalf of the German clergy, made 
known to the Pope the result of this assembly. Urban retorted with threats 
of every kind, but he died suddenly while journeying from Verona to 
Venice in the following autumn, 20 October 1187, stubborn but unsuc- 
cessful. Philip, but now the head of a dangerous coalition, was gradually 
being isolated from his previous allies till he stood almost alone. He was 
already deprived of the support of the Pope and of the German bishops ; 
the value of his allies on the lower Rhine, the Count of Flanders and the 
Duke of Brabant, was counteracted when at Toul Frederick won the 
services of Count Baldwin of Hainault by the recognition of his claims 
to the inheritance of Namur; finally the Emperor entered into a close 
alliance with Philip Augustus against Henry II of England which disposed 
of any hopes Philip of Cologne may have entertained of help from that 
quarter. His refusal to present himself to answer to the charges brought 
against him at the imperial court at Worms in August and at Strasbourg 
in December 1187 alienated his German supporters; further resistance 
would have been useless. Cardinal Henry of Albano, the zealous preacher 
of the Third Crusade, exerted his influence in the interests of peace, and 
finally Philip appeared before the Emperor at Mayence (March 1188), 
cleared himself on oath of the charges raised against him, and was restored 
to the good graces of Frederick. 

With the death of Urban III all hindrances in the path of Frederick’s 
Church policy were withdrawn. Urban’s successors were compliant to the 
imperial will. Their energies were devoted to arousing Christendom to 
action for the recovery of Jerusalem, which on 3 October 1187 had fallen 
into the hands of Saladin. Gregory VIII in a busy pontificate of Jess 
than two months restored peace and friendly relations with the Emperor; 
Clement III deposed Folmar from the archbishopric of Treves, and Henry 
in his turn restored the papal lands which he had occupied in the course 
of the struggle with Urban. 

For Frederick, as for many great men in history, the East had a 
singular fascination. After the battle of Legnano he is said to have 
exclaimed: “Happier Alexander, who saw not Italy, happier I, had I been 
drawn to Asia.” It was appropriately on the fourth Sunday in Lent, 
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named from the introit Laetare Hierumlem , that Frederick pledged himself 
to recover the Holy City by taking the cross from the Cardinal-bishop of 
Albano (Mayence, 27 March). His example was followed by his second 
son Frederick, Duke of Swabia, by Leopold of Austria, and by large 
numbers of other princes both lay and ecclesiastical. Frederick had 
accompanied his uncle the Emperor Conrad III on the Second Crusade, 
and had experienced the mismanagement of that ill-starred expedition. 
He therefore took every precaution; he admitted into his army only 
those who could maintain themselves at their own cost for a two years 1 
campaign. He wrote to the King of Hungary, to the Emperor of Con- 
stantinople, to the Sultan of Iconium, demanding an unmolested passage 
through their respective dominions. He wrote even to Saladin requiring 
the restitution of the lands he had seized, and warning him in the event 
of his refusal to prepare for war within a twelvemonth of the first 
of November following. Saladin • in a respectful but boastful letter 
accepted the Emperor’s challenge, and the latter hurried forward his pre- 
parations for the expedition. 

His son Henry, already crowned king and Emperor-elect, was to take 
charge of affairs in the West during his absence; but Frederick was 
anxious to remove as many difficulties as he could from the path of the 
young and inexperienced ruler. Henry the Lion, who since his return 
from banishment had remained tolerably peaceable at Brunswick, was 
now shewing signs of restiveness; he was still, though in advanced years, 
active and ambitious, too ambitious to rest quietly content with the 
humble position which remained to him; there was not a little discord, 
we are told, between him and his supplanter, Duke Bernard. At a diet 
at Goslar in August 1188 he was given the choice between three alter- 
native proposals : either he must content himself with a partial restitution 
of his lands, or he must accompany the Emperor on the Crusade at the 
latter’s expense on the understanding that on his return he should be 
completely restored to his own, or finally he must leave Germany with his 
eldest son for a further period of three years. At first sight it seems 
strange that Henry should choose the third alternative ; but it was the only 
one of the three which left him with a free hand. If he had accepted the 
first offer he must renounce for ever the remainder of his former posses- 
sions, if the second he saw little likelihood of Frederick’s having either 
the power or the inclination to make him the promised full restitution of 
lands which had already been granted away to others. So at Easter 1189 
he once more withdrew to the court of his father-in-law, there to scheme 
and plot with his English kinsfolk for the recovery of his lost posses- 
sions by force of arms. 

There was another important matter which the Emperor wished to 
see settled. His friendly relations with the French court drew him inevit- 
ably into the political turmoil of the western border-countries — Flanders, 
Champagne, Brabant, Namur, Hainault. The centre of interest is Baldwin, 
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Count of Hainault, of whose doings we have a full account from his 
Chancellor, Gilbert of Mons. He was heir to his childless brother-in-law, 
Philip of Flanders; he was heir also to his blind, elderly, and also child- 
less uncle Henry II, Count of Namur and Luxembourg. Such rich 
expectations brought upon him. the j ealousy and hostility of his neighbours. 
However he could look for support in the highest places; his sister had 
married Philip Augustus, and Philip was on terms of friendship with 
the Emperor. It was to the imperial court therefore that he looked for, and 
from which he gained, a guarantee of his rights of succession to the count- 
ship of Namur. Thus matters stood when to the surprise of everyone, 
and not the least of himself, the aged Count of Namur became the father 
of a daughter, Ermesinde, who before she was a year old was betrothed 
to the Count of Champagne with the inheritance of Namur as her 
promised dowry. Baldwin once more sought the help of Frederick, but 
the final decision was postponed till the return of ICing Henry from Italy, 
Then at Seligenstadt in May 1188 the Emperor not only confirmed him 
in the succession, but raised the county into a margravate, thereby 
exalting Baldwin to the rank of a prince of the Empire. Frederick’s 
policy was to create a strong outpost on the north-west frontier of his 
dominions. Baldwin did not live to occupy this powerful position ; but 
it passed to his second son Philip, while his elder son united the counties 
of Hainault and Flanders and was destined to become the first Latin 
Emperor of Constantinople. 

At the head of an army of some twenty thousand knights Frederick 
left Ratisbon early in May 1189. The journey eastward was likely to prove 
difficult, for Isaac Angelus, who was on anything but friendly terms with 
Frederick since the conclusion of the Gertnan-Sicilian alliance, had 
opened negotiations with Saladin. All kinds of obstructions were thrown 
in the path of the imperial army. The crusaders had scarcely left Hun- 
garian soil before they encountered hostility from the Bulgarians, 
instigated by the perfidious Emperor of Constantinople; the ambassadors, 
the Bishop of Munster and others, sent forward to the Greek capital as 
an earnest of Frederick’s good faith, were thrust into prison. Neverthe- 
less fear of the German arms was stronger than hatred; the inhabitants 
of Philippopolis and Hadrianople fled at their approach and left the cities 
deserted; Isaac Angelus, dreading an attack on Constantinople, had to 
submit. He agreed to provision Frederick’s army, to transport it to Asia 
Minor, and to provide hostages for his good conduct. Isaac had given 
way none too soon ; for Frederick, disgusted with his behaviour, had written 
to his son in Germany with instructions to collect a fleet from the maritime 
towns of Italy and to get the Pope’s sanction to a crusade against the 
Greeks. Timely submission alone prevented Barbarossa from anticipating 
the work of the Fourth Crusade. 

Without entering the Greek capital the German army moved south- 
ward from Hadrianople and crossed from Gallipoli into Asia Minor. Here 
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too unexpected difficulties were encountered: the promises of the Sultan 
of Iconium on which Frederick had reckoned were as valueless as those of 
the Emperor of Constantinople; the line of march of the crusading army 
was continually harassed by Turkish bands; supplies were cut off and 
famine was added to the other difficulties which beset their path. Iconium 
had to be captured before Sultan Qilij Arslan would fulfil his compact, 
grant them a safe passage through his dominions, and provide them with 
the necessary supplies. With Armenian guides they proceeded on their 
way across the Taurus till they reached the banks of the Cilician river 
Salef. There the great Kaiser met his end. How precisely, we cannot tell; 
there are many versions of the story. Frederick, perhaps, chafing at the slow 
progress of his army over the narrow bridge, rode impetuously into the 
stream and. was borne under by the swift waters, or, wearied by the tedious 
march across the mountains, he may have wished to refresh himself in 
the cool stream and found the current too strong for his aged limbs. 
Certain it is that his body was drawn lifeless from the river. 

The memory of Frederick Barbarossa was not extinguished when his 
bones were laid to rest in the church of St Peter at Antioch. He has 
lived on in the minds of his fellow-countrymen as the truest expression of 
German patriotism. It is but a little more than a century ago that his 
name was first linked with the well-known Kyffhauser Saga; the hero of 
that famous legend is his gifted, brilliant, yet far less patriotic grandson. 
Riickert and Grimm 1 , with a keener perception of the fitness of things, 
fnake not Frederick II but Frederick Barbarossa sleep in the solitary cave 
on the mountain side with his great red beard growing round the table 
at which he sits; twice his beard has encircled the table; when it has done 
so a third time he will awaken and fight a mighty battle, and the Day of 
Judgment will dawn. 

1 Riickert, Patriotische Gedichte, 1813; J. and W, Grimm, Deutsche Sagen , 1816, 
p. 29. Gf. also Grimm, Deutsche Mythologie, 1854, pp. 906 sq. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

FREDERICK BARBAROSSA AND THE LOMBARD LEAGUE. 

When the votes of the Electors called the young Duke of Swabia, 
Frederick of Hohenstaufen, to the throne, men’s minds turned to him in 
anxiety yet in the fulness of hope. Germany had need of settled 
government in order to reunite her inherent forces and to raise the fallen 
dignity of the Empire to the high level once attained by Charles and 
Otto the Great. The character of the young monarch who now undertook 
to direct the destinies of the Empire was not unequal to the task, and the 
manly ambition which glowed within him found in the example of those 
great predecessors a spur and inspiration fraught with promise. His 
person seemed a symbol of domestic peace to the Germans who had raised 
him to his throne. His father had transmitted to him the Ghibelline 
blood of the Hohenstaufen with all the other imperial traditions of the 
Franconian house. On his mother’s side he was related to the Welfs, 
and thus seemed to form a reuniting link of friendship between the two 
great parties so long at variance. He was a voice calling upon the 
scattered forces of Germany to combine and work in harmony for 
common interests. 

Gifted with a good memory and a keen intelligence, Frederick 
spoke his native language eloquently but was not at home in the 
Latin tongue, although he read Latin authors with pleasure and took 
a delight in those narratives of Roman history which brought before his 
mind, yearning for greatness and fame, memories of that bygone Roman 
Empire on the restoration of which his heart was set. Like all men of 
a higher cast of character, he opened his ears to the spirit of his age and 
yielded to the influences of the revived classical learning. His mind was 
full of the revived conceptions of the Roman imperial law, of which the 
Italian jurists saw in him the embodiment. They did not, however, 
understand that the Empire transplanted into German soil was not the 
Empire of old, and that in Frederick of Hohenstaufen they had before 
them the most authentic representation of the good and evil of Germanic 
power against which, as by an inevitable antithesis, the free Lombard 
communes were to rise. Frederick was the successor of Charles the Great 
rather than of Augustus, and his counterpart was the new Italy which 
had taken the place of the ancient Rome. 

The crown was hardly on his brow when he sent to Italy ambas- 
sadors, who presented themselves to the Fope and were well received. 
Eugenius III, in May 1152, had at once written to Frederick from 
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Segni congratulating him on his election and announcing the dispatch 
of a legate who would acquaint him with his intentions. The Pope, in 
expressing his confidence that the king would maintain the promises 
made by Conrad III to himself and the Roman Church, hinted at an 
early visit to Rome. With a bearing on this subject which lay so near 
his heart, Eugenius wrote on 20 September 1152 to Wibald, Abbot of 
Corvey (Stablo), informing him of the machinations set on foot in Rome 
by the popular faction at the instigation of the heretic, Arnold of Brescia, 
unknown to the nobles and leading personages of the city. About two 
thousand of the common citizens had met secretly to arrange for the elec- 
tion of one hundred senators for life and two consuls, and to vest the 
supreme authority over them and over Rome in one man holding the 
rank of Emperor. The Pope enjoined Wibald to inform Frederick of this 
secretly in order that he might take steps to meet the occasion. F rederick 
stood in need of no incitement from the Pope to turn his thoughts to 
Italy, and in the very first days of his reign he had discussed the matter 
in council with the princes. Plis ecclesiastical advisers would have liked 
him to have given effect without further negotiations to the engagements 
made between Conrad III and the Holy See, and then to have proceeded 
to Rome to receive the crown and re-establish the impaired authority of 
the Pope, But the lay princes were opposed to this immediate absence 
from Germany, either because the position of the kingdom was still too 
unstable or because they thought it expedient to wait for a fresh in- 
vitation from the Pope. Frederick, although anxious to receive the 
crown and feeling that it was important to do so quickly, saw the 
necessity of first dealing with the affairs of Germany. In the case of 
the election of Wiehmann 1 to the archbishopric of Magdeburg the inter- 
pretation of the Concordat of Worms was involved, and this introduced 
a serious cause of disagreement with the Pope. 

In spite of this incident, friendly relations were maintained between 
the Pope and the king. It was a matter of pressing importance for 
both that the coronation at Rome should not be long deferred. While 
settling the affairs of Germany, Frederick kept his attention steadily 
fixed on Italy, and in giving his decision in favour of the Saxon Henry 
the Lion, whom he liked and wished to reconcile to the Empire, in the 
dispute between that prince and the Duke of Bavaria, he aimed at 
securing powerful co-operation in his expedition into Italy. Invitations 
to enter upon this expedition were many and fervent. The rebel barons 
of Apulia pictured to him the easiness of an enterprise against the 
King of Sicily ; many Italian cities asked his aid against other and more 
powerful cities, especially against the powerful and haughty Milanese 
whom they had not sufficient strength to oppose. Anastasius IV, who 
had succeeded Eugenius III in July 1153, confirmed the proposals of his 
predecessor, and went so far as to grant the pallium to Wiehmann for 
1 See supra , Chapter xn, pp. 392 - 3 . 
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the see of Magdeburg, while urging Frederick to come to Rome. The 
moment had come, and the young restorer of the Empire set out in 
October 1154 from the Tyrol for Italy. In November he encamped near 
Piacenza, on the plains of Roncaglia, in order to hold, according to 
custom, his first Italian diet. A few days afterwards, on 3 December 
1154, Anastasius died at Rome, and with his successor a new era 
opened, in which the story of the House of Swabia up to its end was 
inextricably bound up with that of the Papacy. 

The new Pontiff was known as Hadrian IV. He was born in England, 
at Langley near St Albans, in poor circumstances, and his name was 
Nicholas Breakspear. He had left his native country in youth and 
wandered through various districts of France in search of instruction. 
After a stay of some duration at Arles, his studies being now complete, 
he was received into the monastery of Saint-Ruf in Provence, where 
his good looks, well-weighed speeches, and prompt obedience made him 
a favourite. There he was able to turn to account his intellectual gifts, 
and made such advance in his studies and in the esteem of his fellow- 
religious that he was raised to the rank of abbot. In this office, however, 
he did not obtain the same sympathies as before, either because the 
monks found the rule of a foreigner irksome, or that he had heaped up 
resentments against himself by his unflinching severity. Thus disputes 
arose between him and his monks which brought him to Rome to 
Eugenius III. In this way the Pontiff learned to estimate his true worth 
and, removing him from the abbacy, appointed him Cardinal-bishop of 
Albano and then placed him at the head of the Norwegian missions. 
By carrying the Gospel into these distant regions and there organising 
the Church, he secured such a reputation at Rome and among the car- 
dinals that they, on the day after the death of Anastasius (4 December 
1154), soon after his return from his mission, elected him to the 
Papacy. ' ■ 

A strong man, called upon to face difficult times, he entered on his 
sacred office with a very lofty conception of the supreme mission for 
which this office had been instituted on earth by God. The zeal and 
piety which inspired him were combined with a capacity for public 
affairs bordering on astuteness, while the suavity of his manner was 
accompanied by a strength and tenacity of character which looked 
straight forward, without swerving, to the end in view. He had scarcely 
become Pope when an occasion arose for displaying his firmness. The 
Romans, in the last days of the pontificate of Eugenius, had consented 
to a sort of truce which had enabled the Pope to re-enter Rome and 
establish himself in the Vatican within the precincts of the Leonine 
city. But it was a truce which both parties viewed with suspicion. 
Arnold of Brescia with his followers was still in Rome, and his presence 
encouraged the popular faction to contend for communal liberty against 
pontifical supremacy. This new Pope, a foreigner, confident of his 
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authority and hostile to the teaching of Arnold, could not be acceptable 
to the Romans, whose discontent reached at last the pitch of violence. 

One day when Cardinal Guido of Santa Pudenziana was returning 
from the Vatican, he was attacked and seriously wounded by Arnold’s 
followers. Hadrian in return for this grave outrage unhesitatingly 
launched an interdict against the city, declaring that it should not be 
removed until Arnold and his party were banished from Rome. 

Never before had this heavy sentence fallen upon the city, and the 
unforeseen event spread terror in men’s minds. Easter was close at 
hand, Holy Week had begun, and the churches were prayerless and shut 
against the faithful. Hadrian remained unmoved amidst the amazement 
of the panic-stricken people. Urged by the clergy and the populace, 
the senators sought the Pope’s presence and swore to banish Arnold and 
his followers. While wandering in the Campagna he was taken prisoner 
by members of the papal party, but being rescued by some friendly 
barons who revered him as an apostle he found refuge in one of their 
strongholds. His rebellious adversary having thus been got rid of, 
Hadrian was able at last to issue forth from the Leonine city and proceed 
with great pomp to the Lateran, where he presided at the Easter 
solemnities. 

While things were thus happening in Rome, fresh causes of anxiety 
had arisen in the south, where the quarrel between the Curia and the 
King of Sicily, William I, was once more active. The new king, who 
had but recently succeeded Roger, began his reign under difficult cir- 
cumstances. Harassed by rebellion within and by hostility on the part 
of the Eastern and Western Emperors without his dominions, he thought 
of reverting to the subtle traditional Norman policy by trying to renew 
friendly relations with the Pope and thus separating him from Frederick. 
On the election of Hadrian he had sent ambassadors to discuss terms of 
peace but without success. Later, towards March 1155, the Pope, 
alarmed perhaps by the arrival from Sicily of William at Salerno, sent to 
him, in return, Henry, Cardinal of SS. Nereus and Achilleus, with letters 
apostolic. In these letters, however, William was addressed ambiguously 
as Lord instead of King of Sicily. He therefore sent back the cardinal 
to Rome without even receiving him, a treatment which was greatly 
resented by the Curia and the Pope. All probability of agreement 
being thus upset, the king, notwithstanding his domestic troubles and 
the movements among the hostile barons who were hoping great things 
from Frederick’s approach and were inclining towards him, sent out an 
expedition against the papal territory under his Chancellor, who set 
siege to Benevento, laying waste many districts, and burning among 
other places Ceprano, Baueo, and Erosinone. On his return he pulled 
down the walls of Aquino and Pontecorvo, and expelled almost all the 
monks from Monte Cassino on the suspicion that they were partisans 
of the papal cause. Hadrian could do nothing in his own defence 
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except pat William under excommunication and place all his hope on 
Frederick. 

The Pope had pursued steadily the negotiations relative to the visit 
of the future Emperor to Rome. The agreements arrived at under 
Eugenius III were confirmed, and the two potentates entered into a 
close alliance, the terms of which included the submission of the Roman 
Republic to the Pope, hostility towards the King of Sicily, and an 
embargo on the acquisition of any Italian territory by the Emperor of 
the East. Frederick, however, had scarcely set foot in Italy before he 
perceived that he was walking on a volcano. The lofty notions of 
domination of the Roman-Germanic Emperor were met by a burning 
sentiment of liberty, which was the breath of life to those prosperous 
cities wherein had originated a new phase of civic existence and com- 
merce. It was clear that Frederick could never hope to have supremacy 
in Italy and to hold aloft the imperial authority, if he did not first 
subdue the strength of those self-reliant republics which in spite of their 
intestine feuds shewed little willingness to submit. At Roncaglia the 
representatives of the republics had appeared and had shewn a certain 
degree of respect for the imperial authority, but it was not difficult to 
see what fire was smouldering under the ashes. Pavia, Lodi, and some 
other towns favoured Frederick out of hatred for Milan, to which they 
were subordinate, but Milan was the soul of Lombardy and could not 
endure the imperial yoke. During the diet Frederick had adjudicated 
and settled terms of peace in the disputes between the different cities, 
especially between Pavia and Milan, but the latter gave clear signs of 
disinclination to bend to his will. It was necessary for Frederick to 
use force and bring his heavy hand to bear. He very soon found an 
opportunity of shewing his hostility to Milan. His temper had been 
aroused by the conduct of the Milanese in guiding his army through 
their territory along bad and inconvenient roads. He entered Rosate, a 
sti*ong castello of the Milanese, and, driving out the inhabitants, gave 
it over to fire and pillage. In the same way the castelli of Trecate 
and Galliate were entirely destroyed. The cause of the Empire in Italy 
was bound up with that of feudalism, which was waning every day 
before the growth and emancipation of the communes. The city of Asti 
and the castello of Chieri had rejected the authority of the Marquess 
of Montferrat, and Frederick, on an appeal from the marquess, put them 
to fire and sword. But these acts of destruction were not sufficient to 
prove his power and determination. The opportunity had not come for 
carrying his power against Milan. That city was too powerful and too 
well stocked with provisions and means of defence. A siege would have 
exposed the army of Frederick to too serious a test and would have de- 
layed too long his coronation. It was better to attack some other places 
faithful to Milan and, by thus weakening the strength of her allies, to 
spread through Lombardy the terror of his arms and unbending purpose. 
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Pavia, always a relentless enemy, pointed out to him Tortona which, 
when asked to separate from Milan, firmly refused. Frederick, supposing 
that her subjection, like that of other strongholds, would be easy, laid 
siege, supported by the forces of Pavia and of the Marquess of Montferrat, 
but met with a stubborn resistance which gave earnest of obstinate 
struggles to come. The fury of the assaults, the gallows on which 
Frederick had the prisoners hanged in order to strike terror into the 
besieged, the pangs of hunger, availed nothing during two months to 
shake their determination. It was only at the beginning of April that 
they were compelled to surrender through thirst. The inhabitants’ lives 
were spared but they were scattered abroad, and Tortona was razed to 
the ground and utterly destroyed. All Lombardy rang with the news 
of this event. 

Frederick had spent so much time on this siege and had used up so 
much of his strength upon it that he had to renounce all thoughts of the 
entire subjugation of Lombardy. In the meantime he had taken steps to 
secure the friendly assistance of the great maritime cities, Venice, Genoa, 
and Pisa, in view of an expedition against the King of Sicily and, after 
keeping Easter with great magnificence at Pavia, he moved towards Rome. 
His route lay through Tuscany, where he intended to meet the Pope, who 
was then at Sutri. His journey was so rapid that the Curia felt some 
suspicions. Recollections of the violence used scarcely half a century 
before by Henry V to Paschal II in St Peter’s, in order to wring from 
him concessions in the matter of the investitures, may perhaps have 
occurred to Hadrian and the cardinals at this moment. After consultation 
with the latter, with Peter, prefect of the city, and Otto Frangipane, 
the Pope sent two cardinals to Frederick with special instructions to 
settle the conditions of their interview. The cardinals found Frederick 
at San Quirico near Siena and were received with marks of honour. They 
explained the object of their mission, and among other requests asked 
that Arnold of Brescia should be handed over to the Pope, who felt 
anxiety at his being a fugitive at large. The request was a small one and 
was at once granted. Frederick caused one of the barons friendly to 
Arnold to be made prisoner and compelled him to surrender the unfor- 
tunate refugee. The hour of martyrdom had now come for the apostle of 
Brescia. He was condemned to death by the prefect of Rome and fell a 
victim to his consuming zeal for the purity of the Church. His death 
perhaps occurred at Civita Castellana, but the exact day and place are 
unknown. He encountered the stake without fear ; he made no recan- 
tation; he murmured a silent prayer to God; and committed himself to 
the rope and the fames with such calmness and serenity that even his 
executioners gave way to tears. His ashes were cast into the Tiber lest 
the Romans should preserve them as relics for veneration and as incentives 
to revenge, but his words long re-echoed in the ears of the people. By the 
martyrdom of Arnold an ill-omened seal was set to the compact between 
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Pope and Emperor which was only to bear fruit in bloodshed and was soon 
to be dissolved. Frederick had not hesitated to comply with the first re- 
quest of the papal ambassadors, but with regard to their other demands he 
replied that he had already sent to the Pope Archbishop Arnold of 
Cologne and Anselm, Archbishop-elect of Ravenna, to discuss these points, 
and therefore could give no answer until they returned. The dispatch of 
these ambassadors, when made known to the Pope, increased his suspicions. 
He feared some underhand dealing and, giving up his original intention 
of proceeding to Orvieto, withdrew to Civita Castellana, a strong and 
well-fortified place. There he received the imperial envoys, whom he 
informed, in his turn, that he could give no reply until the cardinals 
whom he had sent to Frederick should have returned. ' Thus both embassies 
turned back, leaving things where they were. Meeting however on the 
way, they resolved to return together to the king, who had reached 
Viterbo. There the negotiations were concluded, the king swearing to 
respect the life and liberty of the Pope and to observe the stipulations 
as agreed before. Among those present at the conferences was Cardinal 
Octavian of St Cecilia who, it would appear, was not in agreement with 
the other cardinal-legates of the Pope. Probably already at that time 
he represented in the Curia the leaning towards closer ties with Germany 
and greater compliance with the policy of the Emperor. It is certain 
that he was already on friendly terms with Frederick and an object 
of suspicion to the dominant and stricter party who, as we shall see 
later on, were not without reasons for suspicion. The conditions and 
place of meeting having been settled, the Pope and the king moved 
forward. Frederick with his court and army encamped at Campo Grasso 
in the territory of Sutri, and the Pope, now assured of his personal safety, 
left Civita Castellana and came down to Nepi, where on the following 
day he was met by a large company of German barons who accompanied 
him in solemn procession along with his bishops and cardinals to the 
tent of the king. 

But here a new surprise awaited him, reviving all his doubts and 
suspicions. Frederick, on the Pope’s arrival, did not advance to offer his 
services as squire to hold Hadrian’s bridle and stirrup. The cardinals 
were tin-own into great excitement. The Pope himself, disturbed and 
uncertain what to do, dismounted unwillingly and seated himself on 
the throne prepared for him. The king then knelt before him and 
kissed his feet and drew near to receive the kiss of peace. But the Pope 
firmly refused. “Thou hast denied me,” he said, “the service which, out 
of reverence for the Apostles Peter and Paul, thy predecessors have 
always paid to mine up to the present time, and until thou hast satisfied 
me I will not give thee the kiss of peace.” The king replied that he was 
not bound to this act of service. Through the whole of that day and 
of the next the dispute on this point of ceremonial went on. So obstinate 
was the contention that some of the cardinals, either from exasperation 
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or fear, left the camp and returned to Civita Castellana. The question 
was more serious than it seemed to be, for Frederick by his refusal 
wished to shut out even the semblance of homage to the Pope, and by so 
doing implicitly denied that he was in any way indebted to the Pontiff for 
the imperial crown. But the unshakeable firmness of the Pope carried 
the day. The existence of ninth-century precedents for the papal claim 
was a notorious fact, and among the followers of the king the older men 
could remember having seen the Emperor Lothar pay this very service 
to Innocent II. Frederick besides had too many reasons for hastening 
on the coronation to put obstacles in his own way over a matter of 
form. The camp was moved a little farther away to the neighbourhood 
of a lake in the district of Nepi, and here, according to arrangement, the 
king and Pope met, coming from different directions; Frederick, in 
the presence of the army, fulfilled the functions of squire, holding the 
Pope’s bridle for about a stone’s throw and the stirrup as he dismounted. 
Agreement having thus been secured, Hadrian and the king advanced 
towards Rome together, journeying and halting in company and keeping 
up friendly conversations, in the course of which the Pope reiterated his 
grievances against the Romans and the King of Sicily, calling upon 
Frederick to give him his promised help in restoring the papal authority 
in Rome, and in providing him with security against his powerful and 
aggressive neighbour in the south. As they drew near to Rome, they 
were met by the ambassadors sent by the senate and people of Rome to 
greet Frederick, The Pope’s presence and his evident alliance with the 
king had not yet quelled the high spirit of the Romans. They still felt 
conscious of a strength real enough to contest the possession of Rome, 
and, with the glamour of ancient Roman greatness before them, they used 
the language of lords and dispensers of the Roman Empire, demanding a 
tribute and sworn guarantees for the safety and liberties of the city. 
Frederick, in agreement with and at the advice of the Pope and the 
cardinals, haughtily repulsed their audacious requests. The ambassadors 
withdrew to the Capitol in wrath, there to convey the news of the rejection. 
Wounded in their pride and determined not to surrender the liberty 
won after so many years of conflict with the Popes, the Romans made 
ready to avenge this outrage. The Pope, who understood the Roman 
temper, advised the king to act quickly and cautiously. The Leonine 
city was still the Pope’s; It was necessary to keep it in their hands, 
and therefore a strong band of men was at once sent to occupy it by 
night. In order to reassure Frederick, the Pope proposed that Cardinal 
Octavian, his faithful adherent, should act as their leader. Without 
waiting for the Sunday, on the following day (Saturday, 18 June 1155), 
preceded by Hadrian, who went to await him on the steps of St Peter’s, 
Frederick came down from Monte Mario at the head of his army 
and, in great pomp, surrounded by his princes and barons, entered the 
church and went with the Pope to worship at the tomb of the Apostles. 
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Here, according to the accustomed rites, he received at the Pope’s hands 
the imperial crown amid such loud acclamations from the Germans that 
the roof of the church seemed to send back peals of thunder. 

While Frederick re-entered his camp without the walls of the city, 
the unexpected news of the coronation reached the Capitol, where the 
Romans had assembled to discuss the best means of preventing the 
ceremony. Finding themselves thus over-reached, their indignation knew 
no bounds, and they seized their arms and rushed to the Leonine city in 
fury. Some German soldiers who had remained behind, and some followers 
of the Pope and of the cardinals, were killed by the populace. The 
tumult was great, and Hadrian and the cardinals were in personal 
danger. The report of the commotion reached the camp at the point 
nearest to the city, where Henry the Lion, Duke of Saxony, was encamped. 
He rose in haste and entered by a breach in the walls, which had been 
left open since the days of Henry IV, to meet the Romans, followed 
quickly by the Emperor with all his forces. There followed a terrible 
struggle which lasted persistently throughout the day, accompanied by 
great slaughter. At last towards nightfall the disciplined soldiery of a 
regular army got the better of the stubborn fury of the populace. The 
Romans were driven back over the Tiber, with great loss in killed and 
wounded and leaving behind them some hundreds of prisoners. 

Frederick was boastful of his victory, but, if by rapidity of movement 
he had been able to carry out his coronation undisturbed, the bloodshed 
which followed it did not give him possession of Rome and could not 
secure it for Hadrian. It was out of the question to make his way into 
the city by force, nor was it expedient, even if possible, to remain where he 
was. The infuriated Romans refused all intercourse with him and would 
not supply him with the means of victualling his army. The only course 
open was to strike his camp and, taking with him the Pope and the 
cardinals, to retire towards the Sabina and make for a crossing over the 
Tiber near Soracte, at some distance from Rome. After a brief rest at 
the monastery of Farfa, he led his army to an encampment in the valley 
of the Tiber on the banks of the Aniene near Ponte Lucan o. Here the 
Pope and the Emperor celebrated the festival of SB. Peter and Paul 
(29 June 1155), and it is said that on this occasion the Pope absolved the 
soldiery from the guilt of the bloodshed in Rome, declaring that he was 
not guilty of murder who slew another in fighting for his own sovereign. 

From Ponte Lueano they went on to the territory of Albano and 
Tusculum. Since it was impossible to make an immediate attack on 
Rome and obtain mastery over the city, the Pope urged Frederick to 
seize the favourable opportunity and move against the King of Sicily, 
now that his barons, emboldened by the Emperor’s presence in Italy, had 
risen in open rebellion. Frederick was inclined to listeii to him and his 
ecclesiastical advisers were in favour of the design, but fever was already 
making inroads on his army, and the lay barons strongly opposed it 
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and insisted on his return to Germany. The Emperor abandoned the ex- 
pedition, and took leave of the Pope with promises of a speedy return 
with stronger forces to subjugate Rome and Sicily. They parted with all 
the forms of friendship, but the Pope felt his disappointment and isolation 
bitterly. On his way Frederick set fire to Spoleto, which had offered him 
resistance, and at Ancona he met with the Byzantine ambassadors of the 
Emperor Manuel Comnenus, who offered him money and help towards 
the Sicilian expedition, an aid which he was obliged to refuse on account 
of his homeward journey. He continued his march in speed to Verona, 
where he met with an unfriendly reception. At the defile of the Adige 
he encountered obstinate resistance which he overcame with courage 
and skill, leaving traces behind him of his stem severity as a warning 
to those who were inclined to oppose him. In this way he reached 
Germany with no other gain than the imperial crown, but he had learned 
to know the Italians and had taught the Italians to know him. He 
knew henceforward what kind of obstacles he had to expect and what 
amount of strength would be required to overcome them. The crown of 
Empire was his, but it behoved him to make it the symbol of real power 
and of intrinsic greatness, and to guard it not only from the claims of 
the Papacy as of old but from the rising popular forces of the free 
communes which seemed to have sprung as by enchantment from the 
soil. A conflict there was bound to be, and it was imperative that he 
should be prepared. 

The departure of the Emperor rendered the condition of the cities 
favourable to the Empire more serious, for Milan and the communes in 
alliance with her became increasingly aggressive throughout the cruel 
and incessant warfare waged between the cities of Lombardy. Frederick 
had scarcely turned his back when Tortona, notwithstanding the opposi- 
tion of Pavia, sprang again into life with the help of Milan in money and 
men, and her newly reconstructed walls once more raised a bulwark of 
defence for the citizens who had already shewn such a heroic capacity of 
resistance. The hegemony of Milan established itself more firmly than 
ever, and thanks to her well-chosen alliances with other cities this pre- 
dominance bore with increasing weight on the other communes. The 
cities thus held within her grasp looked to the Germanic Emperor as 
their only means of salvation. 

The Emperor, in the meantime, strengthened by the prestige of the 
imperial crown and the renown of his military exploits in Italy, had 
turned energetically to the restoration in Germany of the imperial 
authority and the organisation of the State 1 . Having divorced his first 
wife, he had married Beatrix, the heiress of the County' of Burgundy, 
thereby extending his influence towards Provence and bringing the 
frontiers of his effective rule nearer to Italy, never absent from his 
thoughts. After having received, along with the Empress, the homage 
1 For events in Germany see supra, Chapter xxx. 
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of Burgundy at Besan^on, he returned to Germany in January 1158. 
Scarcely two years had passed since his coronation in Rome; the whole 
of Germany regarded with pride and wonder the sovereign who had led 
her back to the position of the central power in Europe. 

But this conception of universal influence had its roots in Italy, and 
it was in that country that the foundations of the Empire must be laid if 
they were to rest on a stable basis. In northern Italy it was necessary 
to have a firm foothold in order to confront the Papacy, from which the 
Empire could not sever itself but towards which it was yet indispensable 
to assert full independence. It was equally necessary if the imperial 
influence was to be efficacious in the political affairs of southern Italy 
and in the relations between Germany and the Empire of the East. 
Frederick never lost sight of the imperial idea amid all the pre-occu- 
pations of his German kingdom. He knew henceforward what diffi- 
culties he would have to struggle against before reaching his goal, and 
made his preparations by keeping a watchful eye on his adversaries 
and combining the forces necessary for their overthrow. Difficulties had 
in fact increased since his return from Italy. 

Milan and the communes friendly to her had renewed their strength 
and were haughtier and more aggressive than ever, while the papal policy 
was moving in a direction the reverse of favourable to the Empire. 
Hadrian IV, bitterly disappointed in the hopes which he had placed in 
Frederick, found himself in a very critical situation. Rome was closed 
against him and the King of Sicily threatened his borders, while he had 
no aid or defence except among the rebel Sicilian barons. The harassing 
uncertainty of his position was aggravated by divided opinions among 
his councillors. The rising divisions among the cardinals had now 
become sharply accentuated* and two parties had been formed in 
favour of opposite courses of action. One side held fast to the con- 
tinuance of the alliance with the Emperor, the other, distrustful of 
Frederick and mindful of the ancient enmity between Papacy and Empire, 
stood for a renewal of the Hildebrandine policy of close relations with 
the Norman princes. Each of these two parties had a powerful leader. 
At the head of the first party was Octavian, Cardinal of Santa Cecilia, 
who had powerful family connexions in Rome, and on account of his 
intimate personal relations with Frederick had been chosen to con- 
duct his advanced guard into the Leonine city at the time of the 
coronation. The other party was led by Roland, Cardinal of St Mark and 
Chancellor of the Church, a learned expert in the canon law, a firm, 
sagacious man, a sharer in the councils and policy of Hadrian, convinced 
like him of the Church’s supremacy and resolved to maintain it. Amidst 
such conflicting views the Pope, in November 1155, yielding to the incite- 
ments of the rebel barons of Apulia, betook himself to Benevento and 
there became the chief pivot of the revolt against King William. The 
latter, seeing that the Pope was joining hands on the one side with the 
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insurgents and on the other with the Eastern Emperor then preparing 
an expedition against him, was in such difficulties that he reopened 
negotiations, offering very favourable conditions of peace. The Pope 
was inclined to accept them, but the anti-Sicilian party prevailed, and 
the majority of the cardinals would not consent to listen to the advan- 
tageous terms proposed. The hour of regret came quickly. William 
made an energetic movement against the rebels and the Byzantines, and 
after defeating them turned back against the Pope and threatened 
Benevento. The Curia had no way of escape and was forced to yield. 
Hadrian sent Roland and two other cardinals to sue for the peace which 
he had just rejected, and obtained it under much less favourable condi- 
tions than those before offered. 

With this peace began a political estrangement between the Pope and 
the Emperor. The new situation irritated Frederick, and was regarded 
with dislike also by the German clergy. The treaty between the Pope 
and King William seemed a treacherous infraction of the terms agreed 
upon at Constance in 1153 1 , and there certainly seemed to be grounds for 
believing that the Pope had fallen short of that understanding. On the 
other hand Hadrian had as an excuse the Emperor’s abandonment of 
him and the calamitous situation in which he found himself at Benevento 
without hope of assistance. In every way the relations between the 
Pope and the Emperor had become clouded by suspicion and bitterness, 
when an incident occurred which led to the first open rupture. Eskil, 
Archbishop of Lund, on returning to his see from Italy, was made 
prisoner in Germany and detained until he paid a ransom. In spite of 
the Pope’s entreaties Frederick had done nothing towards liberating 
him. Hadrian was deeply offended, and in October 1157, when the 
Emperor took formal possession of the Burgundian kingdom at Besanc;on, 
he sent two legates, the Chancellor Roland and Bernard, Cardinal of 
San Clemente, to obtain Eskil’s freedom and to treat of the political 
relations as modified by recent events. Frederick received the legates 
courteously, but their greeting struck him as a strange one. “The 
Pope and cardinals salute you, he as father, they as brethren.” Re- 
ceived in solemn audience the next day, they presented the Pope’s 
letter. Its tone was severe and haughty. Hadrian rebuked Frederick 
for having allowed the Archbishop of Lund to be despoiled and im- 
prisoned with impunity in German territory, and for having con- 
sciously connived at this act of sacrilege. The Pope added that such 
dissimulation and negligence he could not understand, since he was 
quite unconscious of having given any cause of offence. The Emperor 
would do well to remember that the Church had received him joyfully 
and had conferred upon him the imperial crown. That step the Pope 
had never regretted, and would rejoice to be able to bestow upon him 
even greater benefits. He feared lest some one were sowing tares of 
1 See supra, Chapter xv (b), p. 190. 
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discord between them, and ended by recommending to him the two 
cardinals who had full powers to treat with him. 

On the Chancellor Rainald reading this letter aloud, the princes 
present rose in a storm of indignation. They were especially incensed at 
the allusion to the imperial dignity as conferred by the Pontiff and at 
the word benefits ( benefida ) which the German chancellor had evidently 
translated by fiefs, the sense it bore in feudal law. They recalled the 
rash assertions of Rome that the Empire and the Italian kingdom were 
gifts of the Pontiffs, and remembered the picture in the Lateran repre- 
senting Lothar at the feet of the Pope with the humiliating inscription 
which declared him to be the Pope’s liegeman (homo papae), and how 
Hadrian renouncing such vain pretensions had promised to have the 
picture destroyed. The legates were not intimidated by this tumult ; 
indeed it seems that one of them exclaimed: “And from whom does the 
Emperor hold the Empire if not from the Pope?” The composure of 
the legates fanned anger into fury, and the Count-Palatine of Bavaria, 
Otto of Wittelsbach, advanced with drawn sword against one of the 
cardinals. Frederick’s authority, however, assuaged the tumult and 
saved the cardinals from danger. On the following morning they were 
both dismissed with stringent orders to return directly, without diverging 
to right or left into episcopal or abbatial territory. Frederick at once 
wrote to the German clergy to inform them of the incident before 
Rome had time to speak. In a circular sent out through the whole 
kingdom, he explained the tenor of the papal manoeuvre and the indig- 
nation of the princes. He added that the legates had been immediately 
dismissed because blank letters were found in their possession with the 
papal seal to enable them to strip the altars and carry off the treasures 
of the German churches. The Empire was his by the choice of the 
princes, and he held it direct from God. To affirm that the imperial 
crown came to him as a beneficium from the Pope was a lie against an 
institution of God and a denial of the teaching of St Peter. He ex- 
horted the clergy to rally to him against such pretensions, since he 
would without hesitation encounter death rather than submit to such 
contumely. At Rome the legates on relating their bad reception at 
Besanyon were judged in accordance with the different opinions pre- 
vailing in the parties to which the cardinals belonged. The Pope on his 
part wrote to the German bishops in terms of grave complaint, calling 
upon them to intervene and obtain from the Emperor that Rainald of 
Dassel and Otto of Wittelsbach, who were the worst offenders against 
the persons of the cardinals, should make satisfaction to the Church. 
But the Pope’s words were not well received by the bishops. They 
replied respectfully but coldly, shewing plainly that they took the part 
of the Emperor. It was evident that the answer had been written in 
agreement with the Emperor, whose claims were put forth more firmly 
than ever along with counter-allusions to the papal aggressiveness. The 
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divine institution of the Empire was insisted on, and the treaty with the 
King of Sicily condemned. The bishops finally advised the Pope to 
issue new letters to soothe the angry feelings of the Emperor. The 
Welf Duke Henry the Lion made a similar recommendation. 

Hadrian perceived that this was not the time for a stubborn 
obstinacy. Prudence was all the more necessary as the descent of 
Frederick with a formidable army behind him was becoming more im- 
minent day by day. Already the Chancellor Rainald and Otto of 
Wittelsbaeh had preceded him into Italy to prepare for the expedition 
and to secure the fidelity and aid of the Italian cities. In June 1158 two 
other cardinals appeared before Frederick in Augsburg. In much more 
obsequious fashion they handed in the letters in which the Pope ex- 
plained in satisfactory terms the expressions in the previous letters which 
had aroused such wrath. Frederick received the communication with 
apparent good-will and treated the cardinals with every courtesy; but 
in his heart his distrust still rankled, although he did not wish to give 
the Pope a pretext for joining his enemies while he was on the point 
of entering Italy. 

The Emperor’s two envoys, Rainald of Dassel and Otto of Wittels- 
bach, had worked hard to smooth the way for the expedition. Having 
taken possession of Rivoli and secured the defile of the Adige, they re- 
ceived oaths of fealty from many Italian cities. Beginning at Verona they 
went down the Po to Ferrara, then visited Modena and Bologna, going 
on from thence to Ravenna and Ancona, which latter place they secured 
for Frederick, ousting the Byzantine emissaries who were there trying 
to obtain a footing. Turning back they wrested Piacenza from the 
league made with Milan. Thus so far as was possible all was made 
ready for the expedition, and the road to Italy lay open to the Emperor. 
In July 1158, accompanied by the King of Bohemia and the flower of 
the German nobility, Frederick crossed the Alps at the head of the 
greatest army seen in Italy for centuries, and turned towards Lom- 
bardy with the determination to subdue it and stamp out all forces of 
resistance to the Empire. The cities which sided with him rallied to 
him, but those which were hostile he found ready to oppose him in 
combination, with Milan as their centre of union. His faithful Lodi 
had been destroyed, and not only was Tortona rebuilt but many other 
fortresses were rendered capable of checking the advance of an enemy. 
Plostilities began at Brescia, which was quickly forced to submit by the 
Bohemians who formed the advanced guard. The rebuilding of Lodi 
was soon set on foot, and Frederick, after proclaiming the ban of the 
Empire against Milan, passed the Adda by a bold manoeuvre, took 
possession of the fortress of Trezzo, and laid siege to Milan. He was 
aided by all the cities unfriendly to their powerful rival, especially by 
Pavia and Como. In spite of the great force arrayed against her, 
Milan made a stiff resistance and gave occasion for remarkable displays 
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of prowess on both sides. After a siege of a month, the Milanese 
were compelled to surrender, famine having made its ravages quickly felt 
in so populous a city. Frederick offered terms which were relatively 
lenient. Como and Lodi were to be rebuilt without hindrance, many 
hostages handed over, a large indemnity was to be paid, and, worst 
of all, there was to be a great curtailment of their liberties. The 
Milanese submitted perforce, but in their hearts they were resolved to 
shake off‘ their yoke at the first possible opportunity. 

On receiving the homage of the Milanese, Frederick dismissed a 
large number of his German barons, and after a short expedition into 
Veronese territory he proceeded to Roncaglia, where he had convoked 
many Italian barons, representatives of the cities, and numerous bishops 
of upper and central Italy to a diet. The presence of the bishops and 
their assent was a matter of considerable importance, because in times 
gone by they had been the foremost representatives and ministers of the 
Empire in Italy. There, before a people who had just witnessed his great 
power, the triumphant monarch proposed to arrange the relations be- 
tween the Empire and the cities of the Italian kingdom. Never perhaps 
had the imperial rights been so proudly proclaimed, and at that moment 
the authority of the Empire appeared absolute in Italy and as if it were 
to last for ever. The jurists, led by the celebrated doctors of the Bolognese 
school, carried away by the memories of ancient Rome and the reviving 
study of the Justinianean code, proclaimed in the monarch’s name his 
absolute supremacy, appealing as to a dogma to the famous axiom 
“ quod principi placuit legis habet vigorem.” 

To the principles extracted from Roman legislation were added others 
which derived from German notions of law and in reality formed the 
basis and the bulk of the constitutions of Roncaglia. All the regalia 
were the Emperor’s, his all feudal rights, the mints, the customs, the 
mills, and all other rights, even that of appointing the city consuls, the 
podesta, and other civic magistrates. And he who had thus been 
declared lord over the whole world, and whose will was law, dictated in 
the diet other rules all tending to restrict the rights of the communes, and 
settled differences between various cities, not without a sense of justice, 
yet often diminishing the power of the allies of Milan, from which city 
he also took away the dominion over Monza and the counties of Seprio 
and Martesana. Frederick had reached the summit of his ambition. 
The Lombard cities now had their wings clipped, and could venture 
no more on any dangerous flights. Frederick’s only possible opponent 
was the Pope, whose sole support was the King of Sicily, occupied at 
home with rebellion and abroad with the ambitious schemes of Byzantium. 
The glory of his power would soon rival that of Charlemagne and Otto. 

But Frederick did not realise that he was pursuing the phantom of 
an irrevocable past. Soon in Lombardy the rights claimed at Roncaglia 
began to appear excessive even to the cities which supported the 
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Emperor. Their imperial tendencies had sprung principally from hatred 
of their neighbouring enemies, and, when they perceived that then- 
interests and municipal liberties were infringed, their zeal began to cool 
and symptoms of discontent to appear. Genoa was the first to shew 
resistance to the interference of the Emperor in her domestic affairs and 
the government of the city. Safe on the side of the sea, the Genoese 
sought to gain time by negotiations, while at the same time at great 
expenditure of labour and money, men and women combining in the 
work, they strengthened the defences on the land side and made them- 
selves safe against a sudden attack. Pavia and Cremona as partisans of 
Frederick accepted obediently the podesta appointed by him to each, 
and Piacenza, although secretly attached to Milan, had not the courage 
to resist. On the other hand the little city of Crema, in alliance with 
Milan, stoutly refused to dismantle her walls and fill up her trenches as 
Frederick demanded. The latter had been offered a large sum of money 
from the Cremonese to insist upon this demand. The Milanese, not one 
whit less stubborn, did not feel beaten after their siege. Their irrita- 
tion was still great at the loss of Monza and the territories wrested from 
them by the decrees of Roncaglia, when Frederick sent them two legates, 
the Chancellor Rainald of Dassel and the Count-Palatine of Bavaria, 
Otto of Wittelsbach. The authority of these two personages did not 
intimidate the Milanese, who, knowing that they had come to establish 
officials of imperial appointment, rose against them with such fury that 
they had to make good their escape in secret. Frederick felt the insult 
bitterly, and realised the necessity of striking Milan a deadly blow 
if he were to be supreme in Lombardy. Meanwhile the Milanese 
declared open war, attacked and took possession of Trezzo, making 
prisoners of its German garrison, and tried several times, but in vain, to 
destroy the new city of Lodi which was being built under the auspices 
of the Emperor. Brescia also shook off the imperial authority and 
joined Milan, while Piacenza, which had yielded perforce, left Frederick 
under no delusion as to her aversion. The Emperor, then at Bologna, 
again proclaimed the ban of the Empire against Milan, and wrote to 
Germany demanding reinforcements, which were promptly granted, and 
which arrived led by Henry the Lion. With him came the Empress and 
Duke Welf VI, uncle of the Emperor, who had just been invested with the 
lands of the Countess Matilda, to which the Pope laid claim. Advancing 
into Lombardy, and aided chiefly by Pavia and Cremona, Frederick 
began to ravage the country, in order to weaken Milan and cut off the 
supply of provisions necessary for her defence. Afterwards, in July 
1159, he laid siege to Crema with a great force. The heroic resistance 
of this small city for seven months against the great besieging army of 
Frederick has been handed down as an object of admiration to later ages. 
The siege, conducted with obstinacy and savage fury, was endured by 
the besieged with a firmness of mind which nothing could bend, not 
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even the sight of their own kindred who had been taken prisoner being 
bound to the machines with which the enemy advanced to make their 
attacks upon the walls. Undaunted, the Cremaschi repelled their onsets, 
without compassion for their own flesh and blood, and with no other 
thought than to defend their native city to the last. It was only in 
January 116*0, after a six months’ struggle, when all their forces were 
exhausted and further resistance was impossible, that these valorous 
citizens surrendered. Their only conditions were that their own lives 
should be spared, and the lives of those Milanese and Brescians who 
had joined with them in the defence. Crema was destroyed, and her 
rival Cremona was able to exult with unseemly joy over her ruins. 

Meanwhile the disputes between the Pope and the Emperor had 
broken out again more hotly than ever. An impassable abyss lay 
between them, for the irreconcilable principle of two supremacies rendered 
tlieir two representatives irreconcilable also, and provided endless sub- 
jects of disagreement. Frederick, already disposed to take offence, had 
become hardened in his resentment because the Pope refused to confirm 
the nomination of Guido, son of the Count of Biandrate, to the arch- 
bishopric of Ravenna. Much greater was his indignation when a letter 
arrived from Hadrian carried by a messenger of mean appearance who 
disappeared immediately after consigning it. The letter was marked by 
a renewal of the bitter tone which for some time past had dropped out 
of tlieir correspondence, and was full of complaints against the recent 
exactions made by the imperial officers on ecclesiastical possessions. 
Frederick, more incensed than before, ordered his Chancellor in answering 
it to place his name before the Pope’s and to address him in the second 
person singular tu instead of by the customary plural vos. In this 
way he thought to remind the Pope of the old imperial supremacy. But 
the Pope stiffened himself all the more, in spite of the great but un- 
availing efforts of Eberhard, Bishop of Bamberg, to soothe the two 
antagonists. The bishop writing of Frederick to a cardinal said: “You 
know what he is. He loves those who love him and turns away from 
others, not having yet thoroughly learned to love also his enemies.” 

The exhortations of Eberhard bore no fruit. The Pope, it is true, 
sent four cardinals to the Emperor to discuss the points of disagreement 
between them, but with conditions which seemed too hard. All magis- 
tracies and regalia of Rome, the Pope affirmed, belonged to St Peter, 
and therefore the Emperor had no right to send his envoys direct to the 
Romans; the estates of the Pope were not to be subject to fodnim 
except at an imperial coronation ; Italian bishops owed the Emperor no 
homage but only an oath of fealty, and were not obliged to entertain 
imperial envoys in their palaces. Restitution was to be made to the 
Pope of the possessions of the Roman Church — Tivoli, Ferrara, Massa, 
Ficarolo, the lands of the Countess Matilda, the territory from Acqua- 
pendente to Rome, the duchy of Spoleto, and the islands of Sardinia 
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and Corsica. Frederick was certainly not the man to submit to such 
exaggerated claims. He repelled them, not without expressions of irony, 
by saying that he would not require homage from the Italian bishops 
if they would give up those of their temporalities which were regalia ; 
further, imperial envoys would have no right to be entertained in the 
bishops’ palaces if these happened not to be built on lands held from 
the Emperor; but normally they were so built, and were imperial 
palaces. Then the Pope's affirmation that imperial envoys could not be 
sent direct to the Romans, since the magistracies at Rome and the 
regalia were papal, would imply that he, Roman Emperor by right 
divine, was a mere phantom sovereign, bearing an empty name. 

Such was the situation when some ambassadors from the city of 
Rome came to Frederick with offers of recognition of the imperial rights 
in return for his recognition and protection of the Roman Senate. 
Frederick grasped the opportunity, received the Roman envoys with marks 
of honour, and dismissed them not without hope. He then proposed to the 
legates that a committee of arbitration should be formed consisting of 
six cardinals on the Pope's side and six bishops on his own, and informed 
them that he would send ambassadors to Rome to treat with the Pope 
and the Roman citizens, thus inserting a threat amid the formalities of 
friendship. Ambassadors were sent, but Hadrian absolutely refused 
arbitration, admitting no tribunal above his own, and the Romans 
themselves shewed a suspicious temper, fearing that the Emperor, in re- 
storing the banished prefect of the city, wished to introduce a magistrate 
of his own, and while retaining the semblance to destroy the reality of 
an independent senate. Here, as on other occasions, Frederick ran 
counter to the sentiment of municipal freedom widespread throughout 
Italy. Hadi’ian again, recognising the power of this sentiment, turned 
his eyes towards Lombardy in the hope of securing the assistance of the 
communes. A first attempt at a league between the citizens of Milan, 
Brescia, and Piacenza agreed at Anagni with Hadrian to come to no 
terms with the Emperor without the consent of the Pontiff and that of 
his successors, and the people of Crema, still besieged within their walls, 
sent their oath to the same effect. The Pope made like promises to the 
leagued cities, and announced to them that he would within forty days 
place Frederick under excommunication. But before he could put into 
effect such a serious resolution, an attack of angina suddenly brought 
about his death at Anagni on 1 September 1159. 

The election of his successor was bound to be a stormy one. The two 
divergent policies among the cardinals were inevitably brought into colli- 
sion, at a moment when the whole future direction of the Church de- 
pended upon the preponderance of one or other of the two parties. The 
majority of the cardinals favoured the election of Cardinal Roland, a 
supporter of Hadrian's policy and of the alliance with Sicily, while a 
small minority gave a stubborn support to Cardinal Octavian, head of 
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the party bent on agreement with the Emperor. After Hadrian had 
been laid to rest in the Vatican, the cardinals assembled in the church 
of St Peter, and on 7 September 1159 the majority succeeded, after a 
sharp struggle, in electing Roland, but the opposing party would not 
admit their defeat, and proclaimed Octavian as Pontiff. In the tumult 
of this double election, while the two Popes-designate were struggling 
for the possession of the papal mantle 1 , the doors of St Peter’s were 
opened to the armed partisans of Octavian who was proclaimed by the 
name of Victor IV. 

Roland and his cardinals, fearing personal violence, retired into the 
fortress annexed to the church and remained shut in there for several 
days, unable to move owing to the armed strength of the opposite 
faction. Afterwards Roland, who had managed to be conveyed to 
Trastevere, made a successful attempt at escape from his opponents. 
But, although on regaining his freedom he was triumphantly acclaimed 
by his own party, he did not feel himself sufficiently strong to remain in 
Rome, and had to betake himself elsewhere. At Ninfa he was con- 
secrated Pope as Alexander Illi and after a short stay at Terracina he 
went to Anagni. Neither could Octavian hold out long at Rome. His 
consecration took place at the monastery of Farfa, whence he went 
to Segni. Thus the two rivals, in near touch with Rome and only a 
few miles distant from each other, began to hurl anathemas the one 
against the other. A great schism rent the Church afresh, and rendered 
her path more difficult at a moment when dangers and pitfalls threatened 
on every side. The contending parties lost no time in presenting their 
cases to the tribunal of Christendom, and sent legates and letters to 
sovereigns and bishops relating the story of the election each in his 
own way. In a situation so uncertain, the attitude of Frederick might 
have great weight, not only in Italy and Germany where he exercised 
direct influence, but also throughout the rest of Europe where his name 
was a force and his ideal position as the temporal leader of Christendom 
was recognised. He perceived his advantage. As soon as the news of 
Hadrian’s death reached him, while the siege of Crema was yet in 
progress, he wrote without delay to Eberhard of Salzburg a letter which 
clearly shewed his intentions. In it he said that the successor of Hadrian 
must be one who would reform the condition of the Church in the 
direction of a pacific union, and treat the Empire and the loyal subjects 
of the Empire with greater consideration. He had heard with great 
regret that the election was already the cause of factions; he therefore 
warned him not to give his adhesion precipitately to the Pope-elect, who- 
ever he might be, without first consulting him (the Emperor), and 
enjoined him to communicate the same advice to his suffragans. He also 

1 Octavian tried to seize it from Roland ; failing in this, he snatched a duplicate 
from his chaplain, but, in his haste to be the first to be invested, he put it on the 
wrong way round. 
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informed him that he was negotiating for a firm understanding between 
himself and the Kings of France and England, and had instructed his 
ambassadors to come to an agreement with them as to the most suitable 
candidate for the Papacy, so that no election should be accepted without 
the common consent of the three sovereigns. He added in conclusion 
that letters were being sent on this matter to Germany, Burgundy, and 
Aquitaine, in order that all his subjects might know that he would not on 
any consideration suffer so great a dignity to be filled by anyone who 
was not unanimously chosen by the faithful for the upholding of the 
honour of the Empire and the peace and unity of the Church. 

It was not likely that Roland and his partisans would find favour 
with a prince thus disposed. Even if his grief at the schism were sincere, 
it was only natural that Frederick should have wished for the triumph of 
Octavian, of whom he felt secure. Either acting on secret instructions from 
the Emperor or more probably on their own initiative, the two imperial 
ambassadors who happened to be in Rome at the time shewed themselves 
favourable to the election of the imperial cardinal, while the latter and his 
followers, in the letters sent by them to the bishops and princes of the 
Empire, dwelt strongly on the alliance of Roland with the King of Sicily and 
his antipathy to the Empire. The letters of Alexander III, more elevated 
in tone and shewing greater confidence in his claims, displayed in turn 
a suspicion of the imperial attitude, and the Alexandrine cardinals in 
writing to Frederick did not conceal this, but openly accused Otto 
of Wittelsbaeh of opposing their Pope and themselves and of having 
violently entered the Campagna with Octavian, trying to make the 
territory subject to him. Reminding the Emperor that it was a duty 
incumbent on his office . to defend the Church against heretics and 
schismatics, they concluded by saying: “Our wish is to honour you as the 
special defender and patron of the Roman Church, and as far as in us 
lies we desire the increase of your glory. Therefore we supplicate you to 
love and honour the Holy Roman Church your mother ; to watch over 
her peace as becomes your imperial excellence and not to favour in any 
way the great iniquity of the invading schismatic . 11 Their firm language 
and austere admonitions shewed that the traditions of Hadrian IV were 
still in force, and that his successor, even in the anxious moments which 
ushered in his pontificate, was not one to bend in face of difficulties. 

The memory of those of his predecessors who, like Otto the Great, 
had brought the imperial authority to bear in all its fulness on the 
Papacy, could not fail to recur to Frederick’s mind and dispose him to 
try to become an arbitrator in the contest, thus resuming the ancient 
claims of the Empire from which the Church by slow degrees had become 
emancipated. He therefore decided to convene an assembly of prelates, 
while inviting the two contending parties to be present and submit their 
reasons to its judgment. Two bishops were charged to convey the letters 
in which Frederick ordered the two claimants to appear. Alexander was 
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well aware that a refusal might be taken to mean that he was uncertain 
of his cause, but a refusal was inevitable. Not only had Alexander and 
his followers reason to fear the bias of a council convened in the 
Emperor's name and placed under the aegis of his power, but to 
acknowledge such an assembly and participate in it would be dealing a 
fatal blow at the great principle at stake, the superiority of the Church 
to every earthly authority. In agreement with his cardinals, Alexander 
rejected the proposal, and expressed his sorrowful surprise that the 
Emperor should have overstepped in this manner the limits of his 
dignity, and presumed, he the champion of the Church, to dictate terms 
to the Pontiff as though he were his sovereign. The imperial legates 
withdrew, ill -content with such an answer, and betook themselves to 
Octavian who, on the other hand, accepted the invitation without hesita- 
tion and set forth for Pavia. 

Frederick at last had brought Crema to surrender, and had given orders 
for the demolition of the heroic city and the dispersal of the citizens. 
In February 1160 he opened the Synod of Pavia with an oration in 
which, notwithstanding the vagueness of the phraseology, his thoughts 
concerning the relations of the Empire and the Church were transparent 
enough. “Although,” he said, “in my office and dignity of Emperor I 
can convoke councils, especially in moments of peril for the Church, as 
did Constantine, Theodosius, Justinian, and in later times the Emperors 
Charlemagne and Otto, yet we leave it to your prudence and power to 
decide in this matter. God made you priests and gave you power to judge 
us also. And since it is not for us to judge you in things appertaining to 
God, we exhort you so to act in this matter as though we awaited from 
you the judgment of God.” Thus speaking he retired, leaving the 
Council to their deliberations. At this Council were assembled many 
abbots and lesser ecclesiastics, but only fifty of the rank of bishop and 
archbishop, the majority of whom were Germans or northern Italians. 
From other countries hardly any had come, and some foreign sovereigns 
had sent in adhesions couched in vague terms which were received and 
registered as if they had a positive value. Octavian had no difficulty in 
establishing the validity of his cause, all the more so since Alexander 
was not present, owing to his refusal to recognise the synod, and thus 
did nothing to vindicate his case. Alexander besides had to reckon with 
the accusation of his hostility to the Empire and alliance with the 
Sicilians and the Lombards. Octavian was acknowledged to be Pope 
and honoured as such by the Emperor. On the following day he launched 
a fresh excommunication against Roland and severe admonitions to the 
King of Sicily and the Lombards. 

The schism had now become incurable. Alexander did not stagger 
under the blow. He issued an excommunication against Frederick and 
renewed the ban already laid oil Octavian and his party. Thus asserting 
!# his authority, he released Frederick’s subjects from their obedience, 
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encouraged the Lombards to revolt, and fomented the internal discords 
of Germany. Meanwhile he maintained his cause throughout the rest of 
Europe, writing to the bishops at large, and exhorting them to support 
him among their flocks and before their sovereigns. The support of the 
episcopate was in fact of great use to him in the various courts of 
Europe, and especially in those of France and England, two centres of 
influence of the highest importance. Frederick made vain efforts to gain 
the kings of these countries ; they maintained a prudent reserve, which 
after some hesitation settled down into an attitude decidedly favour- 
able to Alexander. 

The part taken by the Emperor in this struggle for the Papacy did 
not turn him from his fixed resolve to subdue Lombardy to obedience, 
and root out all possibility of resistance by bringing Milan to his feet. 
The calamities and destruction of Crema did not avail to break the 
spirit of the unyielding Lombard towns opposed to the Emperor, and 
they rose again in arms, reinvigorated by their alliance with the Pope. 
In order to assert his sway it was necessary for Frederick to strike a 
mortal blow at Milan and thus cut out the heart of the Lombard 
resistance. But it was not an easy undertaking, and all Barbarossa’s 
power might have been shattered but for the assistance of the cities 
which stood by him faithfully. Their municipal hatred of the great 
sister city waxed ever stronger as the struggle went on, and caused a 
wretched denial in the face of the foreigner of those bonds of unselfishness 
and of blood which ought to have drawn them closely together. With 
such auxiliaries Frederick began operations against Milan, and for a whole 
year thei’e was constant warfare in the surrounding territory, with alter- 
nating success and a cruel destruction of the great Lombard plain. In 
the spring of 116*1 Germany and Hungary sent the reinforcements 
necessary for the campaign, and the Emperor was able to shut in the 
city more closely. A long siege followed, lasting yet another year. 
The defenders held out as long as was possible with unshaken tenacity, 
but in the end the forces of resistance failed. The flower of the garrison 
had fallen at their posts, disease and hunger were rapidly cutting off* the 
remnant, munitions of defence had given out, all resources were ex- 
hausted. There was nothing to be done but to make terms, and all 
attempts were vain to secure some favourable agreement previous to sur- 
render. In March 1162 the vanquished city had to stoop low and submit 
at the conqueror's discretion. The sight of the misery and fall of so 
great and noble a city aroused pity even in her enemies, who could not 
refrain from appealing to the clemency of Frederick. The stern ruler 
would not bend, but turned a heart of stone to their prayers. For him 
harshness in this case was justice. The imperial majesty must be 
vindicated by a signal example of rigour which should extirpate all hope 
of future conflict. Milan, given over to pillage and fire, seemed buried for 
ever beneath the mass of her own ruins. 
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To those Milanese who survived the siege were assigned four localities 
where they might settle, not very far from the ruined city. It was a 
grievous dispersion, yet a contemporary chronicler accused Frederick at 
a later date of a want of foresight in having allowed the Milanese to 
remain so near to the ashes of their fallen city. But how could it have 
been possible to imagine a speedy resurrection after such a fall, and that 
Milan might rise again, when Frederick's power had reached such a 
height and was inspiring everywhere both reverence and terror? All 
opposition gave way before him. Piacenza and Brescia had to accept 
his stern conditions. Their walls were demolished; the imperial officials 
were received; tribute and hostages were rendered to the Emperor; the 
imperial Pope was recognised, while the Bishop of Piacenza, whose 
loyalty to Alexander was untainted, passed into exile. Other cities 
underwent the same ordeal. The imperial claims asserted at Roneaglia 
held the field. The dissensions of the Lombard cities had borne the bitter 
fruit of misery and servitude, but a fruit destined in its bitterness to be 
one of remedy and healing. 

The victories in Lombardy now strengthened Frederick’s projects with 
regard to Sicily and the East, where the help of maritime forces was in- 
dispensable. He therefore first offered inducements to Pisa and then to 
Genoa to form an alliance with him. Both consented, although each was 
distrustful of the other, and Genoa in particular gave adhesion from 
motives of expediency rather than from any friendly intention. The 
position in northern Italy being thus secured and a powerful naval con- 
nexion being established on the sea, Frederick might well feel assured 
that within his grasp lay the dominion of all Italy, and that he was on 
the verge of entering upon the lordship of a genuine and incontestable 
empire. But Alexander III, despite the grave anxieties of his position, 
was keeping a watchful eye on this policy with the intention of arresting 
its achievement. While the war in Lombardy lasted, the Pope, unable 
to keep a footing in Rome, had remained in the Campagna. In spite of 
Frederick, all Europe outside the Empire and the Latin East now 
acknowledged him, but his material resources were such that he was 
bound to quit Italy and throw himself upon the traditional hospitality 
of the French kingdom. He embarked at Capo Circello on a galley of 
the King of Sicily, and after a halt at Genoa entered France through 
Provence, where he was received everywhere with signs of deep devotion. 
Well aware of Frederick’s commanding influence, he turned to Eberhard 
of Salzburg, the prelate most loyal to him in Germany, who had 
brought all his authority to bear on Frederick in order that he might 
relinquish the schism and make peace with the Church. But the Pope 
could only put slender trust in these pacific proposals, and within a short 
month, in May 1162, the struggle still continuing, he renewed his ex- 
communications against Octavian and the Emperor in a solemn act of 
promulgation at Montpellier. In the meantime, Alexander was keeping 
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up his relations with France and England with a view to gaining their 
decisive adherence to his cause. Nor did he neglect any means of attract- 
ing German sympathy and that of Italy, and by raising difficulties in 
the path of Octavian of dealing a blow at the policy of Frederick. Octa- 
vian, in his turn, in two synods held at Lodi and Cremona, had con- 
firmed the decisions of the Council of Pavia, but it was not difficult to 
see that Alexander’s adherents were gaining in number and that Octa- 
vian’s party was lukewarm and more of a make-believe than a reality. 
Alexander could only be overcome by shattering his foundations and 
depriving him of the asylum which was at once his refuge and his strength. 

While he appeared to be preparing for an expedition in the South, 
Frederick turned back and, leaving his representatives in Lombardy 
charged to keep that province in subjection, he crossed the Alps. Taking 
advantage of the disputes between England and the French King Louis VII, 
he turned to the latter in the hope of making him an ally and separating 
him from the Pope. Louis hesitated; at the instigation of certain coun- 
cillors who were strongly in favour of an alliance with the Emperor, he 
began to treat with Frederick and finally with Octavian, while at the 
same time he made no break in his relations with Alexander, who watched 
with anxious attention this turn in French policy. It was settled that 
the two sovereigns should meet on 29 August 1162 at St-Jean-de-Losnes 
on the frontiers of France and the County of Burgundy, now subject to 
Frederick. Henry of Champagne, brother-in-law of King Louis, was the 
soul of these negotiations, and it suited his interests to separate Louis 
from Henry II of England. The two sovereigns were to bring with them 
the two pretenders to the Papacy and to arrive together at a final re- 
cognition of the true Pope, but if one of the two rivals refused to appear 
then the other was to be recognised on the spot. Later the king asserted 
that Henry had gone beyond his instructions in accepting this condition; 
but meanwhile Alexander, perceiving the serious danger of such an inter- 
view, made every effort to prevent its taking place. He was in time to 
have a conversation with Louis, and if he did not succeed in dissuading 
him from the meeting he at least was able to convince him that he, the 
Vicar of Christ, could not bow to the decision of the proposed tribunal. 
Louis, shaken by the Pope’s arguments, made his way to the banks of the 
Saone in an uncertain mood and anxious to find a means of extricating 
himself from the complications in which Henry of Champagne had in- 
volved him. He was also apprehensive of the show of force with which the 
Emperor came to meet him, and Frederick himself had his own suspicions. 
The latter arrived with his own Pope, Victor IV, at the place of meeting, 
hut, not finding the king there, withdrew. Soon afterwards Louis arrived, 
and hearing of the Emperor’s withdrawal took his departure without 
waiting to see if he would return. Thus the interview between the two 
sovereigns never took place. 

Perhaps there was no real wish on either side for the meeting. But 
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Henry of Champagne in his vexation threatened to transfer his allegiance 
to the Emperor, and so constrained Louis to promise to return in three 
weeks in readiness to accept, along with Frederick, the decisions of a con- 
gress. This was a mortal blow for Alexander, but he did not lose courage. 
He brought every kind of influence to bear on Louis, and shewed great 
political shrewdness in turning to the King of England who was sus- 
picious of an alliance between F ranee and the Emperor, even succeeding 
in bringing about an understanding between him and the King of France, 
Thus when Frederick felt most sure of his position he found himself 
threatened by an unexpected danger, and made up his mind to withdraw 
from the conference. The Emperor’s defection caused no regret to Louis. 
He returned to Dijon freed from the obligations into which he had 
entered almost against his will. Before leaving Burgundy, Frederick had 
held a diet in which Victor IV, while affirming his rights, had excommuni- 
cated Alexander III. The latter, in the meanwhile, had enjoyed a triumph 
at Coucy-sur- Loire. There the Kings of England and of France paid 
him reverence together and declared him to be the valid and legitimate 
Pope. In the presence of this triumphant success the anti-Pope’s im- 
portance was diminished. The struggle between the Papacy and the 
Empire reverted to great principles and issues, and although the two 
chief litigants were then at a. distance, both appealed to the name of 
Rome, and the name of Rome once more localised in Italy the arena of 
combat. 

In Italy signs were not wanting that Frederick, notwithstanding the 
destruction of Milan and the dismantling of the cities in alliance with 
her, was far from having stamped out all resistance. The heart of the 
people was unconquerable, and beat in expectation of the hour when 
they could rise again for the struggle. The affairs of Germany held the 
Emperor there under weighty responsibilities, while his representatives 
in Lombardy were imposing cruel exactions on the subject populations. 
These called in vain for justice. Day by day their yoke became more 
galling, and if the terrible fate of Milan warned them to endure the 
burden, still the germs of revolt were ripening below the surface. The 
Chancellor Rainald of Dassel was indefatigable in checking disaffection 
and in preparing the naval expedition against Sicily, in the absence 
of the Emperor, but his adversaries were not idle. Alexander III, the 
Kings of Sicily and France, the Emperor of Constantinople, Venice, 
and the Lombard cities, had come to an agreement among themselves. 
The forces of resistance were quickened into life. When in October 1168 
Frederick with a small army re-entered Lombardy, he was met on all sides 
by complaints of the rapacity of his agents and by appeals to mitigate the 
hardships of the oppressed populations. But Frederick gave little heed 
to such appeals, and the sufferers felt that succour must be sought amongst 
themselves. Venice gave them encouragement. While the Emperor was 
engaged in appointing one of his creatures as king in Sardinia without 
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estranging Genoa and Pisa, who were disputing with each other the pos- 
session of this island, Verona, Padua, and Vicenza rose in joint rebellion 
to offer a common resistance and to maintain the rights which ancient 
custom had handed down. Frederick was suddenly faced by the fact that 
the league might embrace a wider compass and, being without sufficient 
force to quell the insurgent communes, he made efforts to pacify them. 
In this attempt he failed. He therefore sought aid from Pavia, Mantua, 
and Ferrara, whom he loaded with privileges, trying to move them to 
hostile action against the League. But the allies appeared in such 
strong force that he had temporarily to renounce the hazard of battle. 

In the meanwhile the anti-Pope Victor had died, in April 1164, at 
Lucca. The position of Alexander III being thenceforth secure, Frederick 
might not have been altogether indisposed to renew attempts at recon- 
ciliation, but the Archbishop of Cologne, llainald of Dassel, the implacable 
enemy of Alexander, stood in his way and obtained the immediate election 
of another anti-Pope. This Was Guido of Crema, who took the name of 
Paschal III. From the moment of his election the Emperor took him 
under his protection, and, on his return to Germany, tried to make the 
German and Italian bishops acknowledge him, but this scheme met with 
open opposition in the episcopate of both countries. Among the Ger- 
mans, the Archbishop-elect of Mayence, Conrad of Wittelsbach, rather 
than yield went into exile in France, near Alexander. The Archbishops 
of Treves, Magdeburg, and Salzburg, and the Bishop of Brixen held out, 
refusing to accept an election so patently uncanonical ; while many others 
of less courage submitted in appearance only to the imperial will. 

This opposition, which augmented Frederick’s difficulties in Germany, 
also encouraged the Lombards to shake off their yoke. Alexander III, 
now that hope of reconciliation with Barbarossa had proved fallacious, 
was doing all in his power to spur on the resistance of Lombardy, 
relying on the determination and love of liberty among the communes. 
Thus by stirring up the cities to rebellion and by devising means 
for drawing together more closely the adverse powers of Europe, the 
able policy of Alexander aimed at isolating Frederick and placing him 
in a position of marked inferiority in his struggle with the Church. 
The Emperor, wishing to break through the ring of hostile influences 
which encompassed him, turned to Henry II of England. This monarch 
was bound to the King of France by very fragile ties, and had deep 
causes of dissension with the Pope, owing to the struggle which had 
arisen with Thomas Becket. This dispute was undoubtedly the source 
of serious difficulties for Alexander III, difficulties which only came to 
an end on Becket’s tragic death. The Emperor and the King of England 
took advantage of this event to draw closer together, yet without essen- 
tially modifying the Pope’s position towards Frederick. Alexander was 
now recognised as the uncontested head of Christendom. He felt strong 
enough to reoccupy liis see and carry on the struggle, which threatened 
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to be renewed with greater tenacity than ever. Through the aid of his 
vicar, the Cardinal of SS. John and Paul, the Pope had secured 
guarantees for his safe residence in Koine, and in October 1165 he left 
France where his reception had been so generous. He travelled to Messina 
by sea. From Palermo the King of Sicily sent him gifts and ordered an 
escort of galleys to convey him honourably to Rome, where the Pope 
made a solemn entry on 23 November. He at once took up his residence 
in the Lateran. From Germany, whither he had returned and which he 
was striving to pacify, the Emperor could not fail to perceive that the 
triumphs of his rival in Rome were a source of dangers which it would 
be necessary to dispel. He felt that the loyalty of the Lombard cities 
was no longer to be reckoned upon, and therefore began to recruit an 
army powerful enough to be confident of success and capable of crushing 
any resistance from one end of Italy to the other. In order to conjure 
back more and more the majesty of the Empire, he had Charlemagne 
canonised by the anti-Pope Paschal III on the Christmas festival of 1165. 
But times had changed and altered situations had arisen for the Papacy, 
the Empire, and the peoples now awakened to a new life. Frederick 
Barbarossa in his lofty aspirations had no conception that he was sum- 
moning from the tomb of his great predecessor in Aix-la-Chapelle the 
phantom of a past for which there was no longer a place amid the living. 

The absence of Frederick made it more easy for the Lombards to 
come to agreements preliminary to common action. The signs of resist- 
ance arose quickly on all sides. In the cities tumults frequently broke 
out and in Bologna the imperial podesta was killed during an uprising 
of the populace. William I of Sicily had died and was succeeded in 
1166 by the child William II, whose mother the Regent maintained 
friendly relations with the Pope and an antagonistic policy towards the 
Emperor. She was encouraged by Manuel Comnenus, who aimed at 
gaining a foothold in Italy and showered attentions on the youthful king, 
while he was trying to flatter the Pope by holding out to him the 
mirage of reunion of the two Churches, asking in return the Roman 
crown of Empire. Alexander placed no reliance on this project, but 
shewed himself ready to negotiate in order to add to the dangers of 
Frederick’s position. Venice entered into alliance with Sicily and Con- 
stantinople, forming thus a joint domination over the Adriatic, while 
Pisa and Genoa, although in league with Frederick, were mutually so 
quarrelsome and jealous of each other that the warmth of their devotion 
could not be safely depended upon. Only one way lay open to Frederick, 
and that was the reconquest of Italy by force. 

He collected a considerable army, and in October 1166 set out 
accompanied by the Empress. By the middle of November he was in 
Lombardy and held a diet at Lodi, but he quickly saw that hostility 
was greater than ever, and that he aroused an atmosphere of hatred 
to the highest intensity. The cities which had at first favoured him had 
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turned lukewarm or unfriendly, and the two on which he most relied to 
give effect to the expedition against Sicily, Pisa and Genoa, came to 
Lodi only to dispute rival claims, thus emphasising a discord which was of 
evil omen. Instead of moving directly upon Rome in order to dispatch the 
business of Alexander and scatter the forces of William of Sicily and 
the Byzantines, Frederick was obliged to tarry some time in Lombardy, 
making destructive raids on the territory of Brescia and Bergamo. 
Thence he advanced on Bologna and compelled that city to give hostages 
before betaking himself to Ancona by the Romagna. He sent a portion 
of his army towards Rome under the command of Rainald, Archbishop of 
Cologne, and another warrior-archbishop, Christian of Buch, whom he had 
substituted in the see of Mayence for Conrad of Wittelsbach, a partisan of 
Pope Alexander. The immediate descent on the south made it necessary 
that he should have a base on the Adriatic and that the approach to 
Abruzzo by the Marches should be free. He therefore determined to 
invest Ancona in person. 

He met with a stubborn resistance. Lombardy in the meantime, 
determined to throw off his yoke, was emboldened by the League of 
Verona, and one city after another entered into a joint compact to 
prepare for an act of liberation. The confederates resolved, as a symbol 
of their union, to restore Milan from her ruins, construct her moats, 
and set up her walls anew as a bulwark. On 27 April 1167, the allied 
forces appeared before the fallen city bent on the work of reconstruction 
and of warding off any possible attacks, especially from Pavia, always 
the faithful ally of the Empire. Milan rose again as if by enchantment 
and the spirit of independence seemed to live again within her. The 
cities in their rekindled life built fortifications, and all through Lom- 
bardy ran the thrill of coming war. 

Alexander III saw in this harmony his greatest hope of safety and hailed 
it with fervour. His position was a very serious one. He had succeeded 
in gaining to a certain extent the favour of the Romans, thanks to their 
hatred of the neighbouring cities, who seemed to be biassed towards the 
Empire, especially Tusculum. But the two German archbishops at the 
head of their forces were masters of the Campagna, and had reduced 
that district into obedience to the anti-Pope Paschal, who had made 
Viterbo his headquarters. The Roman militia were sufficiently numerous 
to place in danger Rainald of Dassel, who was occupying Tusculum with 
a slender force, but the Archbishop of Mayence advanced to the succour 
of Rainald. The Romans, in spite of the Pope’s dissuasions, advanced 
against this combined array trusting in their own numbers, but, being 
hemmed in on both sides, suffered a terrible defeat on 29 May 1167 and 
were pursued to the very gates of Rome, leaving in their flight many 
dead and many prisoners behind them. The discouragement in Rome 
was great. Alexander rallied together as many soldiers as he could, and 
prepared to offer resistance to the imperial troops now before the city. 
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Frederick, having made peace with Ancona, made a rapid march on Rome, 
and on 24 July 1167 appeared with his army on Monte Mario, The 
day after he made an unsuccessful attempt to storm the walls. Sub- 
sequent assaults were more fortunate, and opened to him the defences of 
St Peter’s, The neighbouring church of Santa Maria in Turn was set 
fire to by the assailants, who amid blood and slaughter forced their way 
to the sacred basilica itself, compelling the papal soldiers to surrender. 
The anti-Pope being in possession of the church renewed the Emperor’s 
coronation with great solemnity and placed the crown on the imperial 
consort’s head. 

Frederick, however, was not yet master of the left bank of the Tiber. 
The Pope had taken refuge in a stronghold of the Frangipani near to 
the Coliseum, and was in constant deliberation with his cardinals and 
other adherents. The King of Sicily had sent him by the Tiber two 
galleys and a sum of money. The money was distributed amongst his 
defenders, while the galleys were sent away with two cardinals. The 
Pope himself remained in Rome. Grave as the situation appeared to be, 
Alexander did not despair, and thought perhaps that some means of 
understanding with Frederick was not impossible. Conrad of Wittelsbach, 
the dispossessed Archbishop of Mayence, who held to the Pope, went to 
visit the Emperor. The latter enjoined upon him the task of proposing 
to the Alexandrine cardinals and bishops that both Pope and anti-Pope 
should resign in order to make way for a fresh election. At the same 
time lie acquainted the Romans with this proposal, promising them that, if 
it were carried out, he would return the prisoners and the booty cap- 
tured on 29 May. The bishops with one voice rejected the imperial 
offer, but the Romans urged the Pope and cardinals with pressing insist- 
ence to yield and to set them free from their privations. Alexander’s 
position in Rome was no longer endurable, and he suddenly and stealthily 
disappeared. Three days afterwards he was seen near Monte Circello, 
then at Terracina and Gaeta, and thence he went to Benevento, where 
he was joined by the cardinals whose loyalty had remained unshaken in 
the hour of danger. 

The appearance of eight Pisan galleys on the Tiber and the expected 
approach of a great fleet of ships ready to attack Rome and Sicily brought 
the Romans to make terms with the Emperor and to submit to him the 
nomination of the Senate. Frederick could now look upon himself as 
supreme master of Italy. Rome was his, and the army behind him with 
the Pisan fleet guaranteed to him a victory over the Sicilian king, whose 
strength was shaken by internal discords, and whose defeat would render 
certain the suppression of the revolt of Lombardy. The Empire of 
Charlemagne was on the point of revival in all its pristine majesty. But 
the decrees of history were otherwise written. The scorching August 
sun was oppressing the German forces in the Campagna when a slight 
rain came to refresh them, but on the following day sudden destruction 



442 Frederick's army destroyed by pestilence 

fell upon their encampments. A deadly fever spread through the ranks 
and those attacked by the sudden malady died in crowds. The -panic 
was great, heightened by religious terror, for this mysterious and violent 
destruction appeared to be an act of divine vengeance for the profanation 
of St Peter’s. The imperial army, decimated, terrified, and demoralised, 
was routed by an unseen enemy, and Frederick was compelled to break up 
his camp. He led the remnants of his army across the Tuscan Apennines, 
his path of retreat strewn with dead and dying. The flower of his army, 
the pick of his captains, had fallen. In this conjuncture Frederick’s magna- 
nimous strength of will shewed itself in full force. He was suddenly bereft 
of the most valuable and staunchest supporters of his throne ; his best coun- 
cillors, his most valiant warriors were wrested from his side. His nephew 
Frederick of Swabia, the Archbishop of Cologne, Rainald of Dassel, the 
Bishops of Liege, Spires, Ratisbon, Verden, and Duke Welf VII of 
Tuscany, were all struck down, and hundreds of other nobles and church- 
men. He dragged behind him as best he could the surviving few, and 
being unable to follow the open roads from Tuscany, since the Lombards 
in arms held the passes, he took to the hill paths of Lunigiana and by a 
difficult circuit came down on loyal Pavia. Here he gathered together 
his available forces, and, aided by some cities still faithful, by the 
Count of Biandrate and the Marquess of Montferrat, he attempted some 
attacks on the Milanese territory, but the Lombards pressed him so 
closely that it was only with great effort that he could extricate himself 
in safety and get beyond the frontier of Italy. Under the protection of 
Humbert, Count of Maurienne, he reached Susa with a small following, 
but the city displayed such a menacing demeanour that he was forced to 
escape under cover of the darkness of night. The powerful monarch 
who had descended on Italy certain of victory returned to his own 
country alone, disarmed, a fugitive; but his mind, was undaunted and his 
ambition was bent more than ever on the re-affirmation of his rights and 
the restoration of lustre to the waning star of Empire; 

The Lombards, who had felt so heavily the weight of Barbarossa’s 
arms, knew that the struggle was not yet at an end and that there must 
be a fierce renewal of the contest if their liberties were to be re-won and 
maintained. They set to work. The League added to its numbers, and 
in a short time the greater part of the cities of Venetia, Lombardy, and 
Piedmont were confederated and ready to act on the defensive against 
the Emperor and those barons and cities, such as Pavia, which still stood 
by him. As a greater safeguard the League decided to build a strong 
city at the confluence of the Tanaro and the Bormida, in such a position 
as to command every point of entrance into the plains of Lombardy. The 
city rose rapidly, not rich indeed in fine buildings but fortified to its 
utmost capacity, and was soon able to reckon a population of 15,000 
citizens to man and defend it. As a symbol of alliance with the Papacy 
the name given to the city was Alessandria, and the Pope, on his part, 
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aided by the Lombard clergy, did all he could to encourage the League 
and to tighten the bonds between himself and his other allies. The Em- 
peror’s influence in Italy was steadily losing ground. Genoa, without 
actually joining the League, regarded it with favour, and, when Pisa 
entered into friendly relations with Sicily, did the same. The court of 
Sicily, at the same time, seeing what a safeguard the League might 
become, gave assistance in money, and so did Manuel Comnenus, ever 
mindful of his own interests and of his ambitious hopes regarding Italy. 

While the struggle was thus in preparation, the shuttle of papal 
diplomacy was moving incessantly and working to keep France and 
England aloof from Frederick. Alexander III had been recognised by 
Denmark, and little by little this recognition had spread over the greater 
part of northern and eastern Europe. Towards the Byzantine Emperor, 
who adhered to his design of uniting the Eastern and Western Empires, 
the Pope shewed great courtesy but maintained an attitude of non-com- 
mittal friendliness. His strength had its foundation in the King of Sicily 
and the Lombards. The latter pre-eminently were his first bulwark 
against the attacks of Frederick. As had always been the case, his weakest 
point was Rome, where permanent habitation was difficult, so much so 
that he had for several years to he contented with Benevento or some 
town of the Campagna as a settled residence. The anti-Pope was always 
face to face with him, although devoid of an authority in Christendom 
adequate to challenge that of Alexander. On the death of Paschal III 
in September 1168, a successor had been found in Abbot John of 
Struma, called Calixtus III, whom Frederick hastened to acknowledge* 
Although the schism had spent its force, an anti-Pope could always be 
used as a handy instrument against Alexander by an able and deter- 
mined adversary. 

On his return to Germany in 1168, the Emperor bent all his 
energies to the restoration of order in the kingdom distracted by civil 
dissensions and to* the establishment of peace between his most power- 
ful vassals, the Saxon Henry the Lion and the Margrave Albert the Bear, 
two implacable enemies. While endeavouring to bring them into friendly 
accord, Frederick was inclined to favour Henry, to whom he was at- 
tached by old ties of friendship, and to whom he looked for support. 
But the power of these barons made him feel the need of making pro- 
vision for the security of his own house, and in April 1169 he caused his 
son Henry to be elected King of the Romans and had him crowned at 
Aix-la-Chapelle by the new Archbishop, Philip, of Cologne, the successor 
of Rainald of Dassel. From the old Duke Welf VI, who now had no 
heirs, he bought the right of succession to his estates in Swabia and 
Tuscany, but this acquisition, which certainly made a notable accession 
to his power in Germany and Italy, alienated from him the sympathy 
of Henry the Lion, who had himself aspired to the whole Welf in- 
heritance. 
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The internal affairs of Germany did not exclusively occupy the mind 
of Frederick, and he was also giving his thoughts to the state of Italy 
and his relations with the Church. If the anti-Pope Calixtus III was 
an embarrassment and a difficulty to Pope Alexander, his force and 
authority were not to be compared with those which the Cardinal Octa- 
vian had wielded in the early days of the schism. Prudence also kept 
Frederick from patting difficulties in the way of the barons who were sum- 
moned to Bamberg to elect his son as King of the Romans. It seemed 
to him wise, at this juncture, to make an attempt at conciliation which, 
without admitting any compromise in regard to the existing dispute, 
might be a means of shewing to Germany his good intentions regarding 
the close of the schism, and also of arousing suspicion against the Pope 
among the Lombards and in Sicily. Eberhard, Bishop of Bamberg, was 
chosen as the messenger of conciliation. His wisdom and moderation 
were acknowledged by all parties. He was under strict obligations to 
disclose his proposals to the Pope only. The latter was not without his 
misgivings. He foresaw that the negotiations might be regarded with 
suspicion by his Lombard allies, and arranged that certain faithful citizens 
should be deputed by the cities of the League to come immediately to 
Veroli and assist at the conference with the imperial envoy. Eberhard, 
however, insisted on a confidential explanation with the Pope of his 
mission. The Emperor made some concessions, but did not make an 
explicit avowal of his readiness to accept the validity of Alexander’s 
election. At the bottom of his heart he probably clung to the often- 
expressed idea of a simultaneous renunciation on the part of the two 
pretenders, followed by the election of a third party to the Papacy. The 
negotiations fell to the ground completely. The Pope in the presence of 
the Lombard delegates rejected the imperial proposals, and all hope of 
conciliation vanished. 

War was once more the arbiter. The alliance of the Lombards with 
the Pope and with Sicily could only be broken up by force. The League 
was dominant in upper Italy, and Pavia had at last to bow to its au- 
thority. A fresh expedition into Italy had become a vital necessity for 
the Emperor, though he was still hampered by the complicated affairs of 
Germany. He had to dispatch a first army corps under Christian of 
Buch, Archbishop of Mayence, whose political and military task was 
to consist in preparing the ground by consolidating friendships and in- 
spiring with fear the pride of the rebellious cities. Christian’s principal 
obj ect was to bring Genoa into closer relationship with the Emperor, and 
to gain as much as possible the goodwill of Tuscany. His next endeavour 
was to secure for the imperial army a base on the Adriatic, and to carry 
out afresh the investment of Ancona. The city held out stoutly for six 
months until the succour of her allies compelled the army to raise the siege. 

Frederick, as soon as his hands were free in Germany, concentrated 
his army for the Italian expedition and again crossed the Alps at its 



Frederick's fifth expedition to Italy 


445 


head. He had a strong force at his disposition — a certain number of 
barons and bishops followed him — but it was much inferior to that which 
he had on the previous occasion. The most conspicuous gap was that 
caused by the absence of Henry the Lion, the comrade of his choice. 
Internal conditions in Germany and the disastrous end of the last expedi- 
tion into Italy had chilled the enthusiasm of the Germans and their 
inclination to carry war beyond the Alps. He opened his campaign 
at the end of September 1174 by the destruction of Susa, an act of 
reprisal for the ignominy of having had to escape from it when he left 
Italy. He then came down through Piedmont and moved on the borders 
of Lombardy. Asti surrendered at once, and the Marquess of Mont- 
ferrat, with the cities of Alba, Acqui, Pavia, and Como, finding themselves 
strengthened by his favour, deserted the League and turned to him. 
Frederick, emboldened by these adhesions, presented himself before 
Alessandria. This town, with its name taken from his enemy, appeared 
to him as the symbol and bulwark of rebellion which must disappear 
from the face of the earth. 

But the determination of the Emperor to crush the Lombards was 
not greater than their determination to oppose him, and to defend their 
liberty to the last gasp. This stubborn opposition hardened into 
obstinacy Frederick’s resolve to obtain the mastery. The city was 
beleaguered on every side, but held out firmly. The winter, always severe 
around Alessandria, was in this year of exceptional rigour, and increased 
beyond measure the difficulties of the siege and the sufferings of the 
besiegers. The confederates meanwhile were combining their forces in 
order to fall upon the Emperor and destroy the army which was wearing 
itself out in the attacks on the city. Barbarossa, intent on dividing 
and thwarting the enemy, sent Christian of Bueh into the Romagna 
and the Bolognese territory, thus succeeding in diverting and holding ill 
check no inconsiderable portion of the allied armies. He redoubled his 
efforts to carry Alessandria by storm, but all his attempts were ineffectual, 
being repulsed with heavy losses. After six months of unsuccessful 
siege, in April 1175, knowing that the allies were close at hand, he tried, 
to penetrate the city by means of mines and take it by surprise, but the 
soldiers employed in the mines were discovered and killed, and in a 
spirited sortie the defenders raided the Emperor’s camp and destroyed 
by fire his best siege machinery. With his quick resolution Frederick 
then raised the siege without delay, and advanced rapidly against the 
army of the League. The two armies met in the territory of Pavia, 
and pitched their camps between Casteggio and Voghera at three miles 
distance from one another. Just as a battle appeared imminent, nego- 
tiations for peace were suddenly begun between the Emperor and the 
League, although it is not clearly known from which side the initiative 
came. Perhaps the Lombards were not entirely confident of their 
strength, and certainly Frederick must have found the moment 
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opportune for a truce, in order to reinvigorate his troops, exhausted by the 
unfortunate enterprise against Alessandria. For a moment peace ap- 
peared to have been concluded, but all at once the negotiations were 
broken off. Other negotiations were opened through three cardinals, in 
order to see if it were yet possible to come to some agreement with the 
Church, but this attempt also came to nothing, and hostilities began 
anew. For the remainder of the year 1175 the war dragged on without 
any important engagements. The Lombards seemed to keep a watchful 
attitude, looking for the opportune moment, and Frederick stood on the 
defensive waiting for reinforcements from Germany before striking a 
decisive blow. Germany shewed no great willingness to reply to his 
appeals, and when at last in the spring of 1176 the reinforcements did 
arrive they were not accompanied by Henry the .Lion. The Emperor 
had gone in person to Ckiavenna in order to confer with him, and to 
impress upon him the supreme importance of his co-operation in the 
interests of the Empire. All was in vain. Henry’s proud spirit was 
deaf to the voice of an old friendship, and refused to recall the acts of 
kindness of his imperial relative spread over many years. Frederick 
gained nothing from this interview save a chilling refusal, and the 
painful impression that, where he had looked for friendship, he had 
only found the foreshadowing of rebellion. 

Frederick had advanced to meet his fresh supports with the deter- 
mination of opening a vigorous campaign with a battle in the open 
field. Having collected a contingent from Como, he moved on Pavia in 
order to form a conjunction with the remainder of his army before 
delivering an attack on the Lombards. The latter, who had his move- 
ments under observation, came forward rapidly and cut off his approach. 
The hour on which the issue of the long contest depended had now 
struck. On 29 May 1176 the two armies engaged near Legnano in a 
battle which was keenly contested on both sides. At first the Germans 
seemed to have the upper hand. Their heavy cavalry broke through 
the front ranks of the Lombards and threw them into confusion. But 
round the Carroccio the German onset was checked, and was of no 
avail to shatter the desperate resistance of the handful of heroes who 
defended this central point. It became the centre of the battle now 
resumed with fierce determination. Frederick encouraged his troops in 
vain by plunging into the thick of the fight with his wonted courage. 
In the struggle he was unhorsed, and amid the confusion and the groups 
of combatants vanished from sight. The defeat of the Germans was 
complete and great their slaughter. The exultant Milanese wrote to 
their brethren of Bologna: “ Glorious has been our triumph over our 
enemies. Their slain are innumerable as well as those drowned and 
taken prisoners. We have in our hands the shield, banner, cross, and 
lance of the Emperor, and have found in his coffers much gold and 
silver, while the booty taken from the enemy is of great value, but we 
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do not consider these things ours, but the common property of the Pope 
and the Italians. In the fight Duke Berthold was taken, as also a 
nephew of the Empress and a brother of the Archbishop of Cologne ; 
the other captives are innumerable and are all in custody in Milan.” 

Frederick had no small difficulty in reaching Pavia in safety with 
the remnants of his army which had made good their escape from the 
hands of the victors. He had fought and lost. It would have been 
folly to suppose that Germany would have followed him in any scheme 
of reconquest. One of his highest qualities as a statesman was his 
ready and intuitive perception of changed situations. He accepted 
facts and determined to consider some other policy which would reconcile 
the order of things created by the Lombard victory of Legnano with 
the dignity and majesty of the Empire. The desire for peace which 
had gradually arisen in his own mind and that of his counsellors now 
ripened, and inclined him to open negotiations which would lead finally 
to an honourable and lasting conclusion. Four times he had entered 
Italy with an armed force, and still the Italians met him undaunted face 
to facie. The Pope, now enjoying an uncontested authority, by liis ex- 
communication was stripping the imperial crown of its halo of sanctity. 
He had failed to carry his arms against the King of Sicily, and 
Constantinople might still become a menace. It was time to make 
approaches to peace while the Empire was yet strong and formidable. 

His first considerations were not in the direction of Lombardy. The 
primary object of reconciliation was the Church. By restoring friendly 
relations with his foremost adversary, he would be in a position at once 
to allay the scruples of Germans disturbed by the papal schism and 
to smooth the way for understandings with Lombardy and Sicily. In 
October 1176 Frederick sent to Anagni the Archbishops Wichmann of 
Magdeburg and Christian of Mayenee, Conrad Bishop-elect of Worms, 
and the protonotary Wortwin, with full powers to conclude peace. The 
Pope received them honourably and expressed his fervent desire for 
peace, but declared that it must be extended to his allies the King of 
Sicily, the Lombards, and the Byzantine Emperor. To this the ambas- 
sadors agreed, but asked that the negotiations might be carried on in 
secret, since there were in both parties persons who were more disposed 
to enmity than to concord. They thus gained the advantage of holding 
the first deliberations privately and solely with the Pope. 

The long and detailed discussion lasted more than two weeks, involving 
the relations between the Empire and the Church, and. a variety of 
questions affecting important personages connected with the schism. The 
terms of agreement were at last fixed. The Emperor recognised Alexander 
as Pope, restored to the Church her possessions and the right to appoint 
the prefect of Rome, and promised to all ecclesiastics the restitution 
of all that had been taken from them during the schism. The Empress 
and King Henry also recognised the Pope, and undertook the same 
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obligations as the Emperor. The latter and King Henry bound them- 
selves to enter into a fifteen years 1 peace with the King of Sicily, and 
also to make peace with the Emperor of Constantinople and the other 
allies of the Pope. Christian of Mayence and Philip of Cologne were 
to be confirmed in their sees, notwithstanding the schismatic origin of 
their elections, while Conrad of Wittelsbach, the legitimate Archbishop 
of Mayence, was to be provided for with the first vacant archbishopric in 
Germany. The anti-Pope Calixtus was to be appointed to an abbacy, 
and for other ecclesiastics provision was made in various ways. The 
Pope recognised Beatrix as Empress and her son Henry as King of the 
Romans, and promised to crown them either in person or by deputy. 
He undertook to convene a council speedily, in order to promulgate the 
peace with penalty of excommunication against its violatoi*s, and to have 
it confirmed on oath by many nobles of Rome and the Campagna, while 
the Emperor and King Henry promised to keep the peace for fifteen years 
with the King of Sicily, and a truce of six years with the Lombards. 

Such were the principal provisions of the Treaty of Anagni. In order 
to obtain a definite conclusion, the participation of the Sicilians and 
Lombards was necessary; it was therefore resolved that the Pope with 
his cardinals and the Emperor should meet in Lombard territory. 
Bologna was agreed upon as the place of meeting, and on 9 March 1177 
Alexander and his cardinals betook themselves to the Adriatic coast, 
where they embarked at Vasto on Sicilian galleys waiting to escort them 
to Venice, along with Roger, Count of Andria, Grand Constable of 
the kingdom, and Romuald, Archbishop of Salerno, the historian of 
these events. They landed at Venice, where Alexander was received with 
great honours. The Emperor, who was then in the Romagna, sent 
messages to the Pope asking him to alter the place of meeting. In 
order to treat better with the Lombards it was important for Frederick 
to isolate them and separate them from the Pope. Bologna, loyal to the 
League, was suspect to the Emperor. The Pope answered that he could 
not give a decided assent until he had come to an agreement with the 
Lombards, and made his way to Ferrara, in order to discuss the matter 
with the representatives of the League. 

On 17 April 1177, in the church of St George, the Pope addressed 
a solemn discourse to the Lombards, who had met him at Ferrara, 
magnifying the victory of the Papacy over the Empire, and declaring 
that it was not a work of man but a miracle of God that an aged 
and unarmed priest should have been able to resist the fury of the 
Germans, and without striking a blow subdue the power of the Emperor, 
But, he added, though the Emperor had offered peace to him and the 
King of Sicily, he had declined to conclude it without them, and on this 
account had engaged on a long and perilous journey. 

The Lombards, to whom the Treaty of Anagni, concluded without 
their participation, had given offence and cause of suspicion, answered 
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respectfully, but not without a touch of bitter irony. They thanked 
him for having come. The persecutions of the Emperor were known to 
them, not by hearsay only, but from hard experience. They had been 
the first to sustain in their own persons the fury of the imperial attack 
in order to avert the destruction of Italy and the Church, and for the 
honour of both they had exposed property and life to extreme danger. 
It was only just and reasonable that he should not have consented to 
terms of peace without their adhesion, seeing that they had often refused 
to listen to proposals which had not been referred to him. The fatigues 
and dangers of his journey were very different from those to which they had 
exposed themselves on behalf of the Church, offering up their substance, 
themselves, and the lives of their children. “Let your Holiness know,” 
they added, “and let it be known to the imperial power that we, 
so long as the honour of Italy is safeguarded, are willing to accept 
peace and favour from the Emperor provided our liberties remain intact. 
The tribute due to him of old from Italy shall be rendered and his 
ancient rights acknowledged, but the liberty inherited from our sires 
and forefathers can only be surrendered with life itself, and to us a glorious 
death would be preferable to an existence dragged out in wretched 
servitude.” 

When the imperial delegates arrived and the various mediators had 
been chosen, the question as to where the discussion should take place 
broke out afresh. The Imperialists refused to hear of Bologna, while 
Venice was displeasing to the Lombards. In the end Venice was accepted, 
on the condition that the Emperor should not enter the city without 
the consent of the Pope. The disputes over the conditions of peace at 
Venice were long and often bitter. The imperialist claims were obsti- 
nately resisted by the Lombards. The latter were determined not to 
admit the privileges conceded to the Empire at Roncaglia, but to 
restrict them solely to the rights enjoyed by Lothar and Conrad III. 
Definite peace with the Lombards ceased to be thought of, and in its 
place was proposed a preliminary truce for six years. In order to 
expedite matters, Frederick was allowed to come to Chioggia, but, 
taking advantage of a rising of the popular party in Venice, he tried to 
force the doge to allow him to enter the city. The Lombards in anger 
left Venice and retired to Treviso. The Pope was in a great strait 
and peace seemed once more to be in danger. The Sicilian legates 
saved the situation. Seeing that the doge was wavering, they made 
ready their galleys with great ostentation and then, reproaching the 
doge with breach of faith, they threatened to leave Venice and trust 
to their king to take his revenge. This was tantamount to saying that 
the many Venetians in the kingdom of Sicily would be made prisoners 
and their goods confiscated. The popular party had to give way before 
the attitude of the rest of the community, and the doge was able to 
keep the Emperor at bay during the period of the negotiations, which 
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now were resumed and went on more rapidly. On 23 July 1177 
peace was concluded with the Pope, a truce of fifteen years with Sicily 
and of six with the Lombards. At the request of the Pope, the Venetian 
galleys went to Chioggia to bring Frederick to San Niccolb del Lido, 
where a commission of cardinals absolved him from excommunication, 
while the imperialist prelates abjured the schism. On 24 July the doge, 
along with the Patriarch of Aquileia, went to the Lido and meeting the 
Emperor escorted him to Venice with great pomp. There in front of 
St Mark’s, amidst a reverent and deeply-moved assemblage, the two 
champions met after a struggle of eighteen years for the ideal supremacy 
which each deemed granted him by God. The moment was full of 
solemnity. The Emperor, overcome by sentiments of reverence for the 
aged man who received him, threw off his imperial mantle and prostrated 
himself before him. The Pope, in tears, raised and embraced him, and 
leading him into the church gave him his benediction. The next day 
the Pope said mass in St Mark’s, and on his quitting the church the 
Emperor held his stirrup and made ready to conduct the palfrey. The 
Pope, however, gave him his blessing, at the same time dispensing him 
from accompanying him to his barge. 

On 1 August the peace between the Church and the Empire, and the 
truce with Sicily and the Lombards, were solemnly ratified. The Pope 
in a council held in St Mark’s pronounced anathemas against any who 
should dare to disturb the peace now concluded. The Emperor in the 
meantime displayed particular friendliness to the ambassadors of the 
King of Sicily, and in the conversations with them laid special emphasis 
on the common interests which bound together the two sovereigns and 
on the possibility of a future alliance. Probably Frederick’s active 
mind was already turning over the new direction which might be given 
to his relations with southern Italy and was preparing the way for a 
new development of his aims. 

After settling some minor points which were still pending, the 
Emperor and the Pope parted company towards the end of September. 
Frederick remained in Italy until the end of 1177, and Alexander 
returned first to Anagni and thence to Rome, where he met with an 
enthusiastic reception. This cordiality, however, was of short duration. 
The old motives of discord were still active, and the opposition between 
the temporal claims of the Pope and those put forward by the party of 
municipal liberty were quickly renewed. The Treaty of Anagni had 
again given to the Pope the right of investing the prefect of Rome, but 
the prefect in office refused to pay homage and withdrew to Viterbo, con- 
tinuing his support of the anti-Pope. The Archbishop of Mayence, 
who represented the Emperor in Italy, tried ineffectually to recall him to 
obedience. But Alexander instead, by more diplomatic means, won him 
over, and thus compelled the anti-Pope to surrender and turn to him as 
a suppliant. The Pope received him and provided for him generously. 
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Another anti-Pope lasted for a few months, but having been taken 
prisoner was shut up in the abbey of Cava. 

The long travail of the Church was at an end, and it seemed a first 
necessity that in the face of the world the pacification of consciences 
should be ratified, the evils of the long schism healed, and the recurrence 
of fresh divisions in the Church of Christ checked once and for all. In 
March 1179 Alexander III summoned the Third Lateran Council, which 
was attended by a great concourse of bishops and prelates from all 
quarters. Many ordinances were proclaimed for regulating the lives of 
the clergy; the rights and privileges of the Church, independent of lay 
authority, were affirmed; abuses and customs contrary to the sanction 
of civilisation and the feeling of Christianity were prohibited. All the 
ordinances of the anti-Popes were annulled, and in order to prevent the 
renewal of schismatical elections to the Papacy it was decreed that, in 
the ease of a contested election, the candidate who obtained two- thirds 
of the votes should be declared elected. With this council the long and 
laborious work of the pontificate of Alexander III may be said to have 
come to an end. For two years longer he ruled the Church, not without 
difficulties arising from his various relationships with the Lombards, the 
Emperor, and the Romans, who were always jealous of papal authority 
and inclined to revolt. On 80 August 1181 he died at Civita Castellana. 
His pontificate was without doubt one of the most remarkable in the 
history of the Church. For twenty-two years he had guided her in times 
of singular difficulty with great prudence and firmness through a schism 
of the most serious nature. His enemies were numerous, and he was in 
open conflict with the Empire presided over by one who was among the 
greatest wearers of the imperial crown. The champion of the Emperor 
and the champion of the Papacy each represented in this strife contrast- 
ing ideals which hardly admitted of reconciliation, and the strife was 
waged on both sides with vigour because both the champions were 
animated by a profound faith in the ideals for which they fought. 

Lucius III, who succeeded Alexander, found a question of debate 
with the Empire still undecided. This was the question of the inherit- 
ance of the Countess Matilda, which the Treaty of Venice had settled 
only provisionally and in terms lacking in precision. Nor was this his 
only difficulty. The Romans held up their heads more proudly than ever, 
bent on asserting their independence as opposed to the temporal preten- 
sions of the Popes. Lucius was soon forced to leave Rome and shift from 
place to place in the Campagna until, his situation in the neighbourhood 
becoming daily more precarious, he had to make up his mind to retire 
still farther, and in July 1184 he transferred himself to Verona. The prin- 
cipal reason for fixing on this place of residence was his desire to regain 
the friendship of the Lombards who, since the peace of Venice, had kept 
much aloof from the Church. Pie also wished to discuss with Frederick 
the questions which still remained over for settlement. The Emperor, 
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after the peace of Venice, had set himself strenuously to restore order in 
Germany, and had quelled by force of arms the open rebellion of Henry 
the Lion who, in November 1181, was compelled to sue for peace at 
Erfurt and then to seek refuge in England as an exile for several years. 
Frederick, in the meanwhile, was not neglecting Italy. His long conflict 
with that country had brought him gradually to recognise both the 
powers of resistance that the republics possessed, and the advantages that 
might accrue to him from their friendship. He turned over in his mind 
a new scheme of policy. The negotiations for a definite peace with Lom- 
bardy were facilitated by the discontent of the Lombards with the Pope, 
while they saw that Frederick and the King of Sicily were at peace and 
that, by the death of Manuel Comnenus, they could no longer count on 
help from Constantinople. On these grounds their minds were now oc- 
cupied in securing in a friendly way the liberties so dearly fought for 
and not in meditating fresh hostilities. The peace was first negotiated 
at Piacenza and then concluded at Constance in June 1183. It was an 
honourable arrangement. The high sovereignty of the Empire was ad- 
mitted without question and its ancient rights were recognised, but in 
such a way as not to interfere with the freedom of the republics or with 
their development. They were invested by the Emperor or by their 
bishop, according to their status, with the regalia. The cities were 
allowed to elect their own consuls or podestas, who were to administer 
justice according to their laws. They could also raise taxes without 
the Emperors special consent, although an appeal to him was conceded. 
All the ancient customs were recognised. The allies were to fortify their 
towns and castles, and their League was to continue unimpaired with 
power of renewal. AH offences were forgiven; the prisoners were ex- 
changed; bans, confiscations, and all other penalties were annulled; the 
city of Alessandria was admitted to the imperial favour, under the con- 
dition, not of long duration, of taking the name of Cesarea. Thus the 
imperial claims put forth at Roncaglia were curtailed at Constance, and 
the proud but sagacious prince became reconciled to the noble people 
who had defended their liberty with such valour and such tenacity. 

With Germany restored to order and Italy pacified, Frederick might 
well look backward over the thirty years of a glorious reign and feel pride 
in the achievements of his career. In order to celebrate the termination 
of so many vicissitudes, he commanded a great festival to be held at 
Mayence on Whitsunday in the year 1184, a festival which long sur- 
vived in the lays of the Minnesingers and the legends of Germany. 

During these festivities, in a tournament in which the Emperor him- 
self took part, the young King Henry VI won his spurs. He was a young 
actor making his first entry on the stage of history. Frederick’s chivalrous 
designs were henceforward to be turned in a new direction. While 
maturing in his mind the plan of a new and sacred enterprise, he was 
preparing his son to rule the State and testing his capacities in various 
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ways so that the lofty Empire to be committed to his charge might 
be upheld in undiminished greatness. With this aim he proposed and 
concluded the contract of marriage between Henry and Constance, the 
heiress of Sicily, thus hoping to achieve his design of linking southern 
Italy with the Empire. In-September 1 184 he re-entered Italy as a friend, 
with a great suite of nobles but no army, and was received with a cordial 
welcome from the Lombards. He wished to come to a closer understand- 
ing with them, and to obtain from the Pope the imperial crown for his 
son Henry. Pope and Emperor met at Verona, both in a conciliatory 
mood, but it soon appeared how difficult would be the process of coming 
to agreement. The Emperor insisted that the Pope should confirm the 
orders conferred by the schismatic bishops, arid the Pope, after some hesi- 
tation, declared that before this step could be taken it would be necessary 
to have conciliar authority, and proposed to summon a synod at Lyons. 
This procrastinating reply did not please Frederick arid made more difficult 
than before the solution of the questions relating to the inheritance of the 
Countess Matilda, which Frederick in the meantime held arid had no in- 
tention of giving up. Another source of discord was the archbishopric of 
Treves, where in 1183 a double election had occurred, the Pope favouring 
one candidate and the Emperor the other. But the most delicate point of 
all was the Emperor’s persistent demand of the imperial crown for his 
son Henry. The Pope objected, adducing as his reason that, notwith- 
standing precedents, the contemporaneous existence of two Emperors was 
incompatible with the very nature of the Empire itself.' The Pope’s 
refusal was perhaps not altogether without support from the German 
nobility, who may have seen in such a coronation a tendency to make the 
Empire hereditary. It is probable that the suspicions and fears raised in the 
Curia by the approaching marriage of* Henry and Constance had a strong 
influence over the Pope. In spite of the strained situation, the personal 
relations between Lucius and Frederick remained cordial, and in their 
conversations at Verona they had opportunity for enquiring together into 
the imminent necessity of carrying succour to the Christians of the East, 
exposed to serious danger by the enterprises of Saladin. But on 24 No- 
vember 1185 Lucius III died at Verona, and was succeeded by the Arch- 
bishop of Milan, who took the name of Urban III. He was an unbending 
and vigorous man, with little friendship for the Emperor and ill-disposed 
to concessions. With him was reopened the quarrel between Church and 
Empire, and the imperial policy was turned more decisively to the path 
on which it had first entered. Thus, as at the end of the struggle of the 
investitures, so now, after a long contest, neither party could claim the 
full victory or acknowledge entire defeat. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

THE EMPEROR HENRY VI. 

The Emperor Henry VI presents both in character and appearance a 
striking contrast to his father; instead of the fine figure, the attractive 
mien, the charm of manner which distinguish the personality of Frederick 
Barbarossa, we are confronted with a man, spare and gaunt, of an unpre- 
possessing appearance, which thinly disguised the harsh, cruel, unrelenting 
qualities of his character. Instead of the fearless and skilful soldier, the 
very personification of all that was knightly in an age of knights, we see 
a man whose honour even among friends could not be trusted, whose 
cruelty would stop short at, nothing when it suited his purpose; a man 
who cared not for the field of battle, and whose only active pursuit was 
falconry and the chase. Certainly it was not Henry’s personal attributes 
that made him a great Emperor, nor was it in field-sports or deeds of 
arms that Henry excelled; it was as a man of learning, as one “more 
learned than men of learning,” 1 as a man of great business capacity, 
that Henry impressed his contemporaries. One writer will dwell on his 
eloquence and on his prudence, another will praise his intellectual attain- 
ments, his knowledge of letters and of canon and secular law. “I rejoice,” 
writes Godfrey of Viterbo in his dedication of the Speculum regum to 
Henry, “that I have a philosopher king.” 2 

But if the characters of the two Emperors have so little in common, 
there is a striking similarity in their political outlook. Henry inherited 
from his father not only the problems that required solution, but the 
methods and the ideas with which to solve them. The Peace of Venice, 
though the end of one phase of the struggle, was also the beginning of 
another. Frederick’s last years, which coincide with Henry’s first, are 
occupied with the solution of the old problem on new lines ; the three 
powers whose combined strength had defeated him, the Papacy, the Lom- 
bards, and the Normans, must be separated and separately dealt with. The 
first step in this direction was achieved when Alexander III, who had 
long been excluded from his capital, and who hoped with the Emperor’s 
aid to become once more master in Rome, was induced to sign the Peace 
of Venice from which the Lombards and the Normans were excluded. 
These had to content themselves with truces, the former for six, the latter 
for fifteen years. As in the famous dramatic episode at Canossa a hundred 

1 “JLiteratis ipse literati or.” Gervase of Tilbury. 

2 MGH, Script, xxii, 21. Cf. also Memoria seculorum , MGH, Script, xxa, 103, 
“Tu vero, Henrico regum omnium felicissime, sicut a pueritia curasti phylosoficis 
inhei'ere doctrinis.” 
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years before, the Emperor cloaked a diplomatic triumph under the guise 
of abject humility. Considered by results it is not too much to say, with 
a recent writer 1 , that the Pope entered Venice as judge and left it as pro- 
tege of the German Emperor. That Frederick remained with the upper 
hand seems proved from the fact that, in spite of the agreement at 
Anagni, he refused to evacuate the terra MathUdis which he claimed as of 
right to be imperial territory. Moreover Alexander gained little by his 
compliance; he was, it is true, reinstated at Rome by Christian of Mayenee 
and German soldiery, but only to be hounded once more from the city to 
die, two years later, in exile at Civita Castellana. Alexander’s successor, 
Ubald, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, who took the name of Lucius III, was 
a man of advanced years and well-disposed towards the Emperor; he 
would, he declared, deny him nothing; nor could he well do otherwise, 
for he too after a short struggle was forced to abandon Rome, a fugitive 
from the hostile Romans. Pope and Emperor were now working for the 
same object — a durable peace; but there were still questions to be settled, 
above all the question of the lands of Matilda. In the course of the 
negotiations which occupied the years 1182-3 the Emperor through his 
representatives suggested two solutions: first, that the disputed territory 
should be definitely assigned to him, while he in return should compensate 
the Pope with a tenth, the cardinals with a ninth, of the revenues; or 
secondly, that a commission appointed from both parties should revise the 
boundaries and, by means of mutual exchanges, arrive at a settlement 
agreeable to both of them. However, neither plan commended itself to 
Lucius, who proposed a personal conference at Verona, where he had taken 
up his residence in July 1184 and whither the Emperor came in the 
following October. 

Here the issue was complicated by new difficulties: the demand of 
Frederick for the reinstating of the Bishops of Metz, Strasbourg, and 
Basle, who had been deposed in accordance with the second decree of the 
Third Lateran Council (1179) which pronounced the ordinations by 
schismatic Popes to be invalid; the demand for the imperial coronation 
of the young King Henry ; the question of the disputed election at Treves. 
Lucius was prepared to fall in with Frederick’s wishes as far as he could, 
but he was old, weak, and procrastinating; he would gladly restore the 
deposed bishops, but a decision of a General Council could only, he 
thought, be reversed by a similar body. He may not have been entirely 
averse to crowning the young king, and according to one authority it was 
the cardinals and not the Pope who stood in the way ; but he soon seems 
to have come round to the view that there could not be two Emperors 
reigning simultaneously, and that Henry could only acquire the title if 
Frederick was himself ready to abdicate in his favour. As regards the 
Treves election dispute there is little doubt that Lucius had every inten- 
tion of satisfying the Emperor, was willing, that is to say, to consecrate 
1 Haller, Heinrich VI und die romisehe Kirche, MIOGrF, xxxv, p. 388. 
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the imperial candidate; but the matter was not a very simple one. In 
June 1183 one party of the electors had chosen Folmar, the archdeacon, 
the other party the provost Rudolf. The dispute was referred to the 
Emperor, who decided for the latter and forthwith invested him with the 
regalia of his see; the disappointed Folmar thereupon appealed to the 
Pope. Lucius procrastinated more curiae , as the Treves historian com- 
ments. At last the cardinals decided that as the appeal had been made 
the case must, at least as a matter of form, be heard, and Rudolf was 
summoned to Verona; this all meant further delay, and no decision was 
reached when Frederick in November 1184 left the conference. But what 
is of importance is that Frederick left Verona under the strong impression 
that all was going well, that a decision favourable to him would ulti- 
mately be pronounced; and so no doubt it would, had not Henry taken 
precipitate action in Germany — he treated Folmar and his supporters as 
traitors and seized their property — and had not, soon after the news of 
this ill-judged act reached the papal Court, the well-intentioned Lucius 
died. 

It has been generally stated that the mild old man sitting at Verona 
was struck as it were by a thunderbolt by the news from Augsburg of 
the betrothal on 29 October 1184 of Henry with the aunt and heiress of 
the reigning King of Sicily, and in consequence all hope of a peaceful 
settlement between Pope and Emperor was at an end 1 . At one blow the 
Curia would be deprived of its strongest ally, the Empire of its most 
formidable enemy; in the next phase of the papal-imperial contest the 
southern kingdom would be on the side of the Emperor, the Pope would 
be between two fires. But it must be remembered that Lucius meant that 
there should not be another phase of the hitherto incessant struggle. 
Professor Haller has gone far to prove that this betrothal was not, as 
usually supposed, a devastating blow to the Pope — for the simple reason 
that the Pope himself had planned it 2 . Nor was the event so certainly to 
lead to the union of the Empire and Sicily. When the scheme was set on 
foot, Constance was not heir-apparent but merely presumptive, and the 
presumption rested on the fact that William II and Joanna, whose re- 
spective ages in 1183 were 30 and 18, would die childless: the birth of 
an heir was still within the bounds of possibility, even of probability; 
Constance herself at the age of 40 gave birth to the future Emperor 

1 This hypothesis suggested by Adolf Cohn in 1862 (FDG, i, p. 441) was accepted 
as a fact by all writers for half a century, until Haller re-examined the whole 
evidence in 1014 (MIOGF, xxxv, pp. 414 sqq.), 

2 This view rests principally on the testimony of Peter of Eboli (the physician 
and court-poet of Henry VI), Liber ad honorem Augrnti , lines 21-24, 

Traditur Augusto coniunx Constantia magno ; 

Lucius in nuptu pronuba causa fuit; 

Lucius hos iungit quos Celestinus inungit; 

Lucidus hie unit, Celicus ille sacrat. 
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Frederick II in the ninth year of her married life. Barbarossa was in- 
fluenced, no doubt, by the results the alliance might yield, but he must 
also have been aware that the incorporation of Sicily in the Empire was as 
yet but a possible eventuality. Lucius was perhaps less far-sighted; he saw 
that the independent kingdom in the south was an obstacle in the way of 
a durable peace with the Empire, that the surest way to attain his object 
was to unite the two enemies in a family alliance, and he laid his plans 
accordingly 1 . While he was conferring with the Emperor over the 
boundaries of papal territory at Verona, the seal was set to his marriage- 
project at Augsburg. A year later, 25 November 1185, Lucius died, 
believing till the end that his cherished scheme for a lasting peace 
between the spiritual and temporal rulers of Christendom would yet 
come to pass. 

At Rieti on 28 August 1185 Constance was handed over to the 
German envoys, who conducted her to Milan. This town, the arch- 
enemy of Frederick in the days of the Lombard League, had been won 
over to the imperial friendship by the grant of a comprehensive charter 
of privileges in February 1185, and here, at the request of the Milanese 
themselves, Constance and Henry were married on 27 January of the 
year following, in the presence of a large concourse of German and 
Italian princes. The marriage festival marks the triumph of Frederick’s 
diplomacy. The enemies who had threatened his position in Italy for 
twenty critical years of his reign were now bound to him by close ties of 
friendship. The ceremonies were concluded by three coronations : 
Frederick himself received the Burgundian, Constance the German, Henry 
the Italian crown. If Henry had been denied by the Pope the insignia, 
he had now at least the substance, of imperial power. Since the age of 
four he had been King of Germany ; he was now King of Italy also. For 
all practical purposes he was co-Emperor. He was given in fact the title 
of Caesar. When Frederick in the following August returned to Germany, 
Henry remained behind in charge of the administration of the Italian 
kingdom. 

In spite of his strong position in Italy, the task was not altogether 
an easy one. Urban III, who had succeeded Lucius on the papal throne, 
did not succeed to his policy ; he was an old enemy of the Hohenstaufen ; 
he was a Milanese, and his family had suffered in the destruction of 
Milan at Frederick’s hands in 1162. He hated the Sicilian marriage, 
hated too, no doubt, the cordial relations of his native city with the 
Emperor. On personal grounds, if not on political, he was determined to 
resist the rapidly developing imperial domination in Italy. Henry’s 
ambassador, Conrad of Mayence, with untiring patience tried to reach a 
settlement by mutual concessions : Urban should cede the lands of Matilda, 
while Henry in return should subdue Rome and restore the Pope to his 

1 The marriage commended itself to William II, who required the support of 
Frederick in his designs against the Eastern Emperor. 
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capital. But Urban was not of a conciliatory turn of mind; he raised new 
issues, the renunciation of the ius spolii among others; he demanded the 
unconditional surrender of the occupied territories; and on 17 May he 
took the decisive step —he confirmed the appointment of Folmar, and 
a fortnight later consecrated him Archbishop of Treves. It was a 
declaration of war, and he risked the inevitable break, relying on the 
difficulties with which the Emperor was faced. There were weak links in 
the imperial armour; there were popular risings in the Tuscan towns, 
especially in Siena; the rebuilding of Crema led to the revolt of its rival 
Cremona; in Germany the rebellion of Philip of Cologne threatened to 
become general 1 . These rebellions the Pope fostered by every means in 
his power; he forbade the towns and bishops under threat of excommuni- 
cation to assist in the suppression of Cremona. But he had underrated the 
strength of his opponent. Henry in alliance with the Tuscan nobility 
speedily put down the rising of the Sienese, and deprived them of many 
of their privileges; while his father, after a siege of a few weeks, forced 
Cremona to submission. By way of retaliation for the part the Pope had 
played in the revolts, Frederick commanded his son to overrun the 
Campagna. Henry carried out his task with a thoroughness which 
characterised all his actions; he devastated the country to the frontier of 
Apulia, received the oath of allegiance from the towns and nobles of the 
Campagna and Romagna, and by the end of the year 1186 almost the 
whole of northern and central Italy were under imperial control. 

Urban’s efforts to promote discontent in Germany met -with little 
better success. Though the new issues he had raised, the question of the 
ius spolii , of the lay advocacies, of the taking of ecclesiastical tithes by 
laymen, all long-standing grievances of the clergy, were framed with the 
object of winning the German Church to his side, the bishops, with but 
few exceptions, stood firmly by Frederick (Gelnhausen, December 1186). 
Urban, isolated and deserted at Verona, perhaps in a moment of weakness, 
perhaps under pressure from the imperialist section of the cardinals, 
changed his front, abandoned Folmar, and agreed to a new election. 
This was in the summer of 1187. But before his death in the following 
October he had once more reverted to his former attitude of bitter 
hostility. He left the imperialist Verona for the papalist Ferrara, where 
he died, cogitating, it is said, the excommunication of both the Emperor 
and the king. 

That the cardinals sympathised little with Urban’s policy seems clear 
from their choice of a successor. The aged Albert of Morra, who now as 
Pope took the name of Gregory VIII, had been the chief confidant of the 
Emperor among the cardinals; Gervase of Canterbury would even have 
us believe that he kept the Emperor informed of the secret counsels of 
the Curia, and in his official capacity of papal Chancellor he would have 
the best opportunities of furnishing him with accurate reports. But 
1 See supra,, Chapter xn, pp. 408 sq. 
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from political as well as from personal motives Gregory was anxious to re- 
store the harmony between Empire and Papacy. The Christians in Syria 
had been defeated at Hittin on 4 July 1187, and the ill-tidings are said 
to have hastened the death of Urban; on 3 October Jerusalem was in 
the hands of Saladin. Gregory devoted the last energies of his life to the 
organisation of the Third Crusade, for the success of which the co-opera- 
tion of Frederick was essential. In his two months'’ pontificate he worked 
hard to undo the mischief done by his predecessor; the question of the 
disputed lands falls into the background, papal support is withdrawn 
from the anti-imperialist Archbishop of Treves, and the scribes of the 
papal Chancery are bidden to address King Henry as Homan Emperor- 
elect. Frederick on his side was not behindhand in meeting the Pope’s 
advances; he sent instructions to Leo de Monumento, the Homan Senator, 
and to other princes to conduct the Pope to his capital, and it was on 
the way thither that Gregory died at Pisa on 17 December. 

Clement III, equally well-disposed towards the Emperor, continued 
the work of conciliation which his predecessor had begun, tie regained 
Rome, not by the help of German arms but by a somewhat disgraceful 
bargain with the Romans; he agreed to sacrifice the loyal Tusculum, 
totally to demolish it in the event of its falling into his hands, and, if it 
should not, to excommunicate its inhabitants and to employ the troops 
of the Papal States to accomplish its ruin. The terms, which, to their 
honour, Alexander and Lucius had refused as the price of recovering 
their capital, were ultimately carried into effect by Clement’s successor 
in co-operation with Henry VI. The negotiations between Pope and 
Emperor dragged on for another year; but the fruits of that year’s work, 
engrossed in a document dated at Strasbourg on 3 April 1189, mark the 
final triumph of the imperial policy. The Emperor agreed to evacuate 
the Papal States with a reservation of imperial rights; Folmar, who had 
failed to answer the Pope’s summons to Rome, was set aside, and John 
the imperial Chancellor became Archbishop of Treves with the Pope’s 
sanction; finally, Clement promised the imperial crown to King Henry 
when he should come to Rome to obtain it. 

Henry was not, however, destined to be crowned Emperor while his 
father yet lived ; after the latter’s departure for the Holy Land at Easter 
1189, the king took over entire charge of the affairs of the Empire, and 
the work kept his hands fully occupied. Frederick, before he left, had 
done all in his power to smooth the path; unity between Empire and 
Papacy had been completely restored, the troublesome affair of the Treves 
election had been happily solved, Philip of ILeinsberg, Archbishop of 
Cologne, had made his submission, and remained a loyal supporter of the 
crown during the rest of his life ; the difficulties in the lower Rhenish 
districts had been peaceably settled 1 ; the leader of the Welfs, Henry the 
Lion, had withdrawn once more into banishment at the English court. 

1 See supra, p. 410. 
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Nevertheless, in spite of Frederick’s wise precautions, Henry’s task was 
not altogether an easy one. Saxony and the neighbouring districts to the 
east had been in a perpetual state of unrest since the fall of Henry the 
Lion in 1180. Bernard of Anhalt, the new Duke of Saxony, was at once 
unpopular and inefficient, lacking in decision and judgment, and his 
authority was disregarded by princes and people alike. The man most 
capable of maintaining order, Count Adolf of Holstein, had gone off with 
Frederick on Crusade, leaving the care of his lands in charge of his 
nephew, Adolf of Dassel. The opportunity was too tempting for the 
banished Welf; encouraged by the Kings of England and Denmark, 
actuated also by the death in the summer of his wife Matilda whom he 
had left to manage his affairs at Brunswick, Henry the Lion broke his 
oath and returned to Germany (October 1189). At first his enterprise 
met with astonishing success; he was welcomed bv Hartwig, Archbishop 
of Bremen, who enfeoffed him with the county of Stade; he was joined 
by many of his old vassals, Bernard of Ratzeburg, Helmold of Schwerin, 
Bernard ofWolpe; many of the Holsteiners even transferred their allegi- 
ance to him. Town after town fell into his handstand the helpless Adolf 
of Dassel fled with his family to Lubeck. On his way thither in pursuit, 
Henry met with resistance at Bardowiek, which he stormed, captured, and 
destroyed. When he reached Lubeck in November he found the 
inhabitants willing to open their gates on the condition that Adolf should 
be allowed to withdraw in safety; this was granted and Henry entered 
the town. The successful campaign of the autumn of 1189 was concluded 
by an attack on the strong fortress of Lauenburg which Duke Bernard of 
Saxony had built on the banks of the Elbe; after a month’s siege the 
fortress fell. Holstein was his, save only the town of Segeberg which 
stood loyally by its absent count. It was while besieging this place that 
the tide of fortune turned; the garrison put up a brave resistance, and 
Henry’s besieging troops were finally defeated by a force under Duke 
Bernard (May 1190). Moreover the young king himself had taken steps 
to check the progress of the rebellion. At a diet at Merseburg (October 
1189) he had proclaimed a campaign; but except the devastation of the 
country round Brunswick and the burning of Hanover nothing was 
accomplished, and the hardness of the winter made it necessary to post- 
pone further operations till the next spring. 

In the meantime events had occurred which made the king anxious 
for peace: William II of Sicily died on 18 November, and Henry, by right 
of his wife, was heir to the Sicilian crown. Through the mediation of the 
Archbishops of Mayence and Cologne peace was concluded at Fulda in 
July: Henry the Lion agreed to rase the walls of Brunswick and to 
destroy the fortress of Lauenburg; he was permitted to retain half the 
city of Lubeck on the understanding that Adolf should have undisturbed 
possession of the remainder. As surety for the fulfilment of his 
obligations, the ex-duke handed over his two sons Henry and Lothar as 
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hostages. Peace was restored, but Henry the Lion felt no compunction 
in disregarding the terms; he delivered over his sons, one of whom — 
Henry — was destined to accompany the Emperor on his first Italian ex- 
pedition, to escape, and to play a part in the mighty conspiracy of 1192; 
but the walls of Brunswick continued to stand, the fortress of Lauenburg 
remained undestroyed, nor had Henry the least intention of sur- 
rendering half of Li'ibeck, as he had promised, or indeed any other of 
the Holstein lands he had occupied, to the absent Count Adolf. 

It was the situation in Sicily which hurried King Henry into con- 
cluding a makeshift treaty with the Welfs. It was at once clear that the 
inheritance of his wife was not to be won without a struggle. There was 
a curiously strong national sentiment among the heterogeneous popula- 
tion which composed the kingdom of Sicily ; correspondingly, there was a 
deep hatred, especially manifest in the island, to the idea of German 
domination, which the succession of Constance would inevitably bring 
with it; the children, we are told, were terrified by the raucous tones of 
German speech. Constance herself was not disliked; she was a member 
of the family of Hauteville, the founders of Sicilian greatness ; but it 
was her German husband against whom their patriotic feelings revolted* 
Constance had been recognised conditionally by her nephew William II 
as his heir, and the chief barons had taken to her the oath of allegiance 1 ; 
the oath seems to have been repeated by some of the barons, and among 
them Tancred of Lecce, at Troia immediately after William’s death. But 
the national party under the able leadership of the Chancellor Matthew 
of Ajello had soon brought nationalist candidates into the field. Two 
names were proposed: Count Roger of Andria and Count Tancred of 
Lecce. Tancred, both because he was of royal blood — he was a natural 
son of Duke Roger of Apulia, the son of King Roger — and because he 
was the choice of the clever and influential Matthew, was selected. The 
consent of Rome was secured 2 , and at Palermo in January 1190 the 
Archbishop Walter placed the crown of Sicily on the head of Tancred. 

“Behold an ape is crowned,” wrote Peter of* Eboli, and indeed, if the 
illuminator of Peter’s manuscript portrays him with any faithfulness, the 
simile is not inept. The small, misshapen, and horribly ugly appearance 
of Tancred disguised, however, a fine and brave character. His military 

1 This probably happened in 1174 after the death, a couple of years before, of 
William’s brother, Prince Henry of Capua. See Haller, op. cit. p. 429, and the 
evidence of the Gesta Henrici II et Ricardi I (Rolls Series, ed. Stubbs), n, pp. 101 sq. 
That homage was done to Constance at Troia in 1186, as is usually stated (e.ff. 
Toeche, Heinrich VI, p. 127 ; Ckalandon, Hist, de la Domination Normande en Italie 
et en Sidle, n, p. 387), is unlikely. Cf. Haller, op. cit. pp. 425 sqq. 

2 The motives of Clement in thus turning round against the Emperor, whose 
interests he had hitherto been so anxious to promote, are difficult to perceive. It 
may have been, as one contemporary suggests, that out of the confusion which was 
bound to follow he hoped to be able to appropriate Apulia, and to add it to the 
States of the Church. See Haller, op. dt. pp. 560 sq. 
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prowess had won for him in the past high commands both on land and 
sea; his practical efficiency had been rewarded by the grant of administra- 
tive posts of great responsibility. He was in fact Grand Constable and 
Master Justiciar of Apulia and of the Terra di Lavoro. He was a man, 
too, of some intellectual capacity, familiar with the Greek tongue, versed 
in a knowledge of astronomy and of the peculiar Arabic-Byzantine culture 
which characterised the Norman kingdom of Sicily and South Italy. 

Tancred’s election had not been carried through without the shedding 
of blood ; and much more was to be spilt in his attempts to maintain 
himself on the throne thus won. In Sicily the Saracens, seizing the 
favourable opportunity to pay off old scores — in particular a massacre of 
their people perpetrated by the Christians of Palermo — revolted. The 
suppression of the Muslims occupied Tancred’s attention during the 
greater part of the year 1190. In the Norman provinces of South Italy, 
in Apulia, Salerno, and Capua, Tancred’s election was regarded with 
disfavour. The supporters of Constance and the supporters of the rejected 
candidate, Count Roger of Andria, made common cause, and under the 
leadership of Count Roger himself the malcontents took up arms. Then, 
in May 1190, Henry of Kalden, Marshal of the Empire, crossed the 
Norman frontier near Rieti with the first detachment of German troops. 

In conjunction with Count Roger of Andria, the German commander 
pushed along the coast of the Adriatic for the invasion of Apulia. At 
first he encountered but little resistance; when, however, he struck west- 
ward across the Apennines to join forces with the rebels of Capua and 
A versa, he received a check. And the German army had to retire before 
the attack of Count Richard of Acerra, the brother-in-law of Tancred; 
the Count of Andria fell into a trap, was captured, and shortly afterwards 
put to death. The optimistic report, omnia facilia captu , of Henry’s 
Chancellor Biether, who was sent in the summer to reconnoitre the 
position, was hardly warranted by the facts. 

In September Philip Augustus and Richard Coeur-de-Lion arrived 
at Messina on their way to Palestine. Their presence, especially that of 
the English king, was an additional embarrassment to Tancred; there 
were constant broils between the unpopular English troops and the 
people of Messina and the surrounding districts; Richard himself made 
extravagant demands on Tancred both on his own behalf and on that of 
his sister Joanna, the widow of William II, whom Tancred had imprudently 
thrust into prison. At last, however, in November the two kings came 
to an agreement, and a treaty was concluded according to the terms of 
which Richard promised, so long as he remained in the Norman dominions, 
to lend aid to the Sicilian king in his struggle with Henry VI. 

With the opening of the new year Henry, had entered in earnest upon 
the long-delayed 1 Italian campaign; he spent a month in strengthening 
1 The army was assembled at Augsburg in the autumn, and everything was in 
readiness to start when news arrived of the death before Acre of the Landgrave 
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his position in Lombardy; he secured on 1 March the assistance of the 
Pisan fleet for the conquest of Apulia by the confirmation and augmenta- 
tion of the charter of privileges granted by Frederick Barbarossa in 1162; 
he then resumed his journey Homeward. He was, it appears, already in 
communication with Clement, who seems to have been prepared to fulfil 
his earlier promise to grant Henry the imperial crown, stipulating only 
for the confirmation of the rights and possessions of the Romans. 
Then in the spring, towards the end of March, Clement died ; and 
for the better part of a month Henry was forced to linger in the neigh- 
bourhood of the city, while a successor was appointed and new con- 
ditions for Henry’s coronation were arranged 1 . Clement, whether from 
inability or from disinclination it is impossible to say, had not carried 
out the compact, by which he had gained admission into his capital in 
1188, with regard to Tusculum. Nor yet had Henry complied with the 
condition of the Peace of Strasbourg (1189) which related to its evacua- 
tion, for there was now a German garrison in the fortress. The vigorous 
old cardinal Hyacinth — he was well past eighty years old— -who was now 
Pope Celestine III, belonged to the family of Bobo, a branch line of the 
Orsini; the interests of the Roman Senate were the interests of his own 
house. Perhaps, too, he still had dim memories of how in his youth lie 
had espoused the cause of Arnold of Brescia and brought upon himself 
thereby the rancour of St Bernard 2 . It was no doubt the Senate that 
urged him to make Henry’s coronation conditional upon the surrender of 
Tusculum. Henry complied, for not otherwise could he acquire the 
imperial title which he regarded as indispensable; but by his compliance 
he suffered something in prestige. So at least thought the chroniclers of 
the next generation. “He had,” they said, “brought not a little dis- 
honour upon the Empire.” But were it not for the high reputation 
Celestine enjoyed for honourable conduct— “to see or hear him was to 
learn the meaning of honour,” wrote a contemporary — one would impute 
rather to him the responsibility for the black deed; for he it was who 
delivered the hapless town, as the price of his own security in his capital, 
to the mercy of the Romans. But the Romans shewed no mercy ; not a 
stone was left standing, scarcely a man left alive or unmutilated. 

Louis of Thuringia without direct heirs. Henry hurried northward to attempt to 
get the vacant fief into his own hands. However, in deference to the strong 
protests of the princes, who thought that the hereditary character of fiefs was 
endangered, he was forced to grant it to Herman, brother of the late landgrave. 
This affair delayed the Italian campaign for two months. 

1 The statement of Arnold of Liibeck, v, 4, which has been followed by the 
majority of recent historians, that Celestine III postponed his own consecration in 
order to avoid crowning Henry is probably mere gossip. Celestine was elected 
probably on 30 March; it is quite understandable that he should postpone his 
coronation for a fortnight in order that the ceremony might take place on Easter 
Day, which fell in that year on 14 April. See Haller, op. tit. pp. 556 sq. 

2 John of Salisbury, Historia Pontif. cap. 31. 
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The significance of this event lies in the fact that the Pope was now 
once more reconciled with the Romans. Safe in Rome he could steer his 
course independently of the Emperor; he could and did defy the Emperor, 
and spent the closing years of a long life in championing the cause of the 
Church against his encroachments. He failed, but his failure was due 
not to his own lack of effort but to his opponent’s strength. His work 
was not wholly unrequited, for by his policy he prepared the way for 
the triumph of his successor Innocent III. 

On 15 April Henry was crowned; a fortnight later, in spite of the 
Pope’s remonstrances, he, with the Empress Constance and the German 
army, crossed the Norman frontier at Ceprano. The bulk of the feudal 
aristocracy of southern Italy stood, it appears, on the side of the Emperor ; 
Tancred therefore looked chiefly to the towns for support, and won their 
interest by lavish grants of privileges. He organised his defences round 
two strong points: first round a group of towns in the heel of the penin- 
sula, Brindisi, Taranto, Lecce, and secondly round Naples. Henry delivered 
his attack against the latter point, which was defended by Tancred’s 
brother-in-law, Richard, Count of Aeerra. The campaign opened 
propitiously: Arce after a short siege, Monte Cassino, San Germano, 
Capua, Aversa, and many other towns, opened their gates; and an ever- 
increasing number of the Norman feudatories deserted Tancred to swell 
the ranks of the imperial army; the walls of Naples were reached with 
scarcely any serious resistance. But the fortifications of Naples were 
strong and withstood Henry’s repeated attacks; only by cutting off 
supplies from the sea could the place be captured. But the Pisan fleet 
deputed for this task was defeated by Tancred’s admiral Margaritus, and 
the Genoese, whose aid was bought by the grant of a charter on 30 May, 
arrived too late. The siege dragged on; the summer came, and with it 
disease and death. Many perished, not a few deserted ; to crown all, the 
Emperor himself was attacked by the prevailing sickness ; and the Welf 
hostage, the younger Henry, escaped from the camp at Naples to spread 
wild rumours in Germany of the Emperor’s death and of the crushing 
disasters which had befallen his army. In the face of these overwhelming 
troubles he could do nothing else than raise the siege and make his way 
back to Germany (August). But before he quitted the Norman dominions 
he received yet another blow; the people of Salerno had revolted and had 
captured the Empress Constance who had taken up her residence there 
during the siege of Naples. By the end of the year 1191 most of the 
German garrisons left in the captured towns, in spite of the efforts of 
Diepold of Vohburg, had been expelled by Tancred’s generals. In 
the course of the following year the Pope took a more decided line with 
regard to Sicilian affairs; he excommunicated the monks of Monte 
Cassino and placed the abbey under interdict for favouring the cause of 
Henry; he attempted mediation and failed; and finally he took the 
decisive step — he invested Tancred with the kingdom of Sicily. But 
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although Tancred now had official recognition of his status, the concordat 
sealed at Gravina in June 1192 robbed him of many of the valued 
privileges which his predecessors had wrung from former Popes. Celestine 
continued to intrigue in the hope of getting Henry to renounce his 
claims; with this end in view, he induced Tancred to liberate the 
Empress Constance, intending himself to use her as a pawn in the 
negotiations ; but Constance eluded him on her road to Germany. 

In the meanwhile, the Emperor had hastened homeward, stopping 
only at Pavia and Milan to settle disputes which had arisen during his 
absence among certain of the Lombard cities. Before Christmas 1191 he 
was once more in Germany. It was but a gloomy prospect that awaited 
him here : the north-east of Germany was in a state of the wildest con- 
fusion; nobles formed themselves into bands to rob and plunder their 
neighbours; families were divided amongst themselves; Albert of Wettin, 
for example, had to return from Italy to defend his March of Meissen 
against the attacks of his brother Dietrich. In Saxony the war continued 
unabated. Adolf of Holstein, hearing at Tyre that his lands had been 
invaded by the Welfs, had hurried home; before Christmas 1190 he was 
in Germany, but barred from entry into his own territory by Henry the 
Lion, who was in possession of the strong places around the mouth of 
the Elbe. However, with the help of the brothers Bernard, Duke of 
Saxony, and Otto, Margrave of Brandenburg, he succeeded at last in 
forcing his way through, and at once set to work to recover Holstein. 
Liibeck, the first object of bis attack, resisted all attempts made against 
it, and even when the sea-approach was blocked by a boom thrown across 
the mouth of the Trave, it continued to hold out until relief came. 
But the tide of events now turned in Adolfs favour; he won a decisive 
victory at Boizenburg on the Elbe; he captured the town of Stade; and 
Liibeck itself at last capitulated. With the fall of Liibeck, Adolf was 
once more master of his country. Nevertheless, the position of the 
Welfs was far from hopeless; the political situation in the Empire gave 
them ample ground for encouragement. The Pope, anxious above all 
things to frustrate the Emperor’s Sicilian policy, was secretly abetting 
the disturbances in Germany; in August 1191 he granted to Henry the 
Lion a privilege protecting him and his sons against ecclesiastical 
punishments. Moreover the Welfs were able to rely on the support of 
powerful secular princes, of Tancred and of Tancred’s ally, Richard of 
England, with whom they were connected by ties of blood, and of Canute 
of Denmark. Henry Vi’s high-handed methods had alienated not a few 
of his earlier supporters ; the Landgrave of Thuringia and even the Duke 
of Saxony appear to have sympathised with the opposition which was 
rapidly forming against the Emperor. Unhappily also, the wisest and the 
most loyal of the royal supporters in that region of discontent, Wichmann, 
Archbishop of Magdeburg, who had, by his moderation and skilful 
management of affairs, many a time saved the Emperor and his father 
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from critical situations, died in the summer of 1192. The death of old 
Duke Welf VI in December 1191 was more cheerful news for the Emperor 
in these months of gloom ; for his rich property in Swabia and his 
numerous fiefs were a substantial accession of strength to the house of 
Hohenstaufen which he had made his heir. 

As so often in the twelfth century, a disputed election to a bishopric 
played a prominent part in the great rebellion which now broke out 
against the Emperor. With regard to ecclesiastical appointments Henry 
adopted the policy established and maintained with such success by his 
father. He took care that candidates to his liking were chosen; occa- 
sionally he would himself be present at the electoral gathering; in 1190 
he even went so far as to procure the see of Wurzburg for his brother 
Philip, a boy of some fourteen years of age. His influence was often re- 
sisted, sometimes with success: Bruno of Berg in 1191 was elected to the 
see of Cologne against the imperialist candidate Lothar of Hochstadt. 
In cases of' dispute he himself exercised the right of nomination on 
his father’s principle of the devolutionsrecht, and it was on this principle 
that he acted, with the express consent of the German bishops, in the 
case of Liege. The electors were divided; the majority gave their votes 
for Albert, brother of Henry, Duke of Brabant, the minority for Albert, 
uncle of Baldwin, Count of Hainault. Both appealed to the Emperor, and 
both were set aside in favour of a third, Lothar of Hochstadt (Worms, 
13 January 1192). Albert of Brabant refused to submit to the decision; 
he appealed to the Pope, went himself to Rome, and there obtained con- 
firmation of his election. The appeal to Rome was in itself an attack on 
the imperial position in regard to Church matters; still more so was the 
Pope’s method of executing his judgment. He ordered the Archbishop 
of Cologne to consecrate Albert, but, in the event of his expected refusal, 
he directed that the ceremony should be performed by the Archbishop of 
Rheims; and by this prelate Albert was duly consecrated at Rheims in 
September 1192. 

War between the two parties was the result; Albert, it seems, was 
regarded by the Emperor as guilty of high treason; the property of 
certain of his supporters at Liege, we are told, was confiscated; he himself, 
though vigorously backed by Celestine, who pronounced excommunication 
against those who denied his claims, and by the majority of the nobles in 
the district of the lower Rhine, was driven from his diocese, while his 
brother, Henry of Brabant, was forced to take the oath of fealty to 
his rival Lothar of Hochstadt. Prospects were brightening for Henry, 
when the untoward event occurred: Albert was murdered at Rheims by 
a party of German knights on 24 November 1192. The Emperor, it 
was said, had a hand in the deed; the charge, though in all probability 
groundless, was given countenance by the fact that Henry only inflicted 
slight punishments on the perpetrators, and it had the serious effect of 
uniting together the various elements of opposition. 
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Frederick in his last years had been at pains to promote rivalry and 
so to keep apart the two centres of danger to the Hohenstaufen power — 
Saxony and the lower Rhine — the combination of which it had been the 
aim of Philip of Cologne to achieve. This unlucky incident of the murder 
of Albert brought about the result which Philip had struggled for in 
vain: it united the Welfs with the princes of the Netherlands — a union 
which was responsible for such influence as in after years the Emperor 
Otto IV was able to exert. Then in December Richard of England, re- 
turning from the Crusade, fell into the hands of Duke Leopold of 
Austria, who agreed to surrender his prisoner to the Emperor (Wurzburg, 
14 February 1193). The imprisonment of a crusader was regarded almost 
as an act of impiety, and the resentment against Henry was increased. 

These events were the signal for a general and widespread insurrection, 
in which many of the leading nobles from all parts of Germany were 
ready to play a part: the Archbishop of Mayence, the Landgrave of 
Thuringia, the Margrave of Meissen, the Dukes of Bohemia and Zahringen, 
were to be found on the side of the malcontents; deposition and a fresh 
election were freely discussed. The rebels could moreover rely on the 
sympathetic encouragement, if not the active support, of Pope Celestine, 
from whom Henry was now definitely estranged. For he had answered the 
Pope’s enfeoffment of Tancred by aggressive measures: he had prevented 
the German clergy from going to Rome ; he had captured and imprisoned 
the papal legate, Octavian, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia; for two years 
negotiations with the papal Court entirely ceased, Celestine threatened 
the Emperor with excommunication, but he could do no more, for he was 
weak in Italy and Henry was strong; the infirmity of old age no doubt 
prevented him from promoting the rebellion in Germany by more energetic 
methods. He probably realised too that the political situation required 
careful handling. Henry’s position in the winter and spring of 1193 was 
certainly extremely critical. But Richard’s capture had supplied him with 
a trump card, and with skilful play the game might yet be his. It was 
indeed the masterful manner in which Henry, armed with his valuable 
prisoner, dealt with the situation that saved him his kingdom. 

What the Emperor’s enemies feared, what the Pope, the Welfs, the 
princes of the lower Rhine, the regents in England, dreaded above all, was 
that Richard should be handed over to Philip Augustus, an event which 
seemed only too probable considering the friendly understanding which 
already existed between him and the Emperor. Philip himself made over- 
tures to Henry with this object; he and the treacherous Prince John offered 
large sums of money for Richard’s person or, failing that, for the prolonga- 
tion of his captivity 1 . It was necessary for Richard’s allies to prevent this 

1 Such was their anxiety to gain this end that in January 1194 — a month before 
Richard’s final release — they were prepared themselves to pay the full amount of 
the ransom, 150,000 marks, for the surrender of Richard to them or for his reten- 
tion by the Emperor for the space of another year. Hoveden, in, 229. 
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at whatever cost. Henry could therefore impose almost any terms he chose 
to dictate, holding the threat of the surrender of Richard to the French 
king over the heads of his opponents. The negotiations were opened 
on behalf of Richard by Savaric, Bishop of Bath, a kinsman and trusted 
friend of the Emperor. But the issues were complicated ; many interests 
were involved; and it was not till 29 June at Worms that the terms of 
release were finally settled; and even then many months had to elapse 
before Richard gained his liberty on 3 February 1194 at Mayence. In 
addition to the payment of an enormous ransom — 100,000 marks of 
silver— Richard had to yield up his kingdom and to receive it back as a 
fief of the Empire; he had further to undertake the submission of the 
Welfs and to throw over his former ally, Tancred. His honour, however 
forbade him to comply with the condition of assisting personally in the 
conquest of Sicily, and he procured his release from it by the payment of 
an additional 50,000 marks. 

The conditions were certainly hard, but a great advantage had been 
gained: the alliance between the Hohenstaufen and the Capetian - was, 
temporarily at least, broken. The suddenness of the event is striking ; 
a meeting of the two sovereigns was arranged to be held between Toul 
and Vaucouleurs on 25 June. That meeting did not take place; instead 
on that very day the imperial court assembled at W orrns, and after a 
discussion lasting four days agreed to the terms of Richard’s liberation. 
The proposed meeting near Vaucouleurs was certainly meant as a threat, 
and it had its effect inasmuch as Richard and his friends hastened to 
bring about the much desired reconciliation between the Emperor and the 
kinsmen of the murdered Bishop of Liege, and it also made them listen 
more readily to the exacting terms which were pronounced at the meeting 
at Worms. But welcome and important as these results were to Henry, 
they do not adequately account for the complete reversal of his policy 
towards the King of France; other considerations must have influenced 
his mind. It was in this same summer of 1193 that Philip Augustus 
sought a second wife, and he sought her in Denmark. The political motive 
clearly was to detach Canute VI from alliance with the Welfs and with 
England, but the alliance of France and Denmark could not but be 
regarded as threatening to the security of Germany as well. Henry’s 
sudden abandonment of the Capetian alliance was no doubt also and 
mainly due to his policy of universal empire. Richard with his extensive 
dominions in France was now his vassal; through him he intended to 
bring the French King himself to subjection. Innocent III writing to 
Philip Augustus some years after Henry’s death asserted that Henry had 
declared that he would force Philip to shew fealty to him 1 , and he was 

1 Affirmans quod te de cetero ad fidelitatem sibi conipelleret exhibendam. Reg- 
Innocent. Ill de negotio Romani Imperii, No. 64 (MPL, ccxvx, col. 1071). Cf. 
Hove den, irr, 301. Notum enim erat regi Angliae, quod praedictus imperator super 
omnia desiderabat, ut regnurn Franciae Romanorum imperio subiaceret. 
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not using mere idle words. The Emperor’s whole attitude to Richard 
points in the same direction; he was continually urging him to fresh 
activities against the King of France 1 . This too was the object of the 
enfeoffment of Richard with the kingdom of Arles. German control over 
Burgundy, never very great, had sensibly decreased since the time of 
Frederick Barbarossa; the policy of strengthening it by setting up a 
strong vassal-power there had been attempted with some success by the 
Emperor Lothar in his grant to the Dukes of Zahringen; Henry had the 
same end in view when he proposed to transfer the Burgundian crown to 
Richard, who as Duke of Aquitaine had already a strong position in the 
south-east of France. But the scheme never matured; it died as soon as 
it was conceived 2 . 

When the King of England was finally liberated in February 1194 
the Welfs were still unreconciled with the Emperor. It was a slow and 
difficult business, but the marriage in 1193 between Henry, the eldest 
son of Henry the Lion, and the Emperor’s cousin Agnes, the daughter 
of Conrad, the Count-Palatine of the Rhine, made it easier, and at last 
it was accomplished in March 1194 at Tilleda near the Kyffhauser; the 
eldest son of the old duke agreed to prove his loyalty by accompanying 
the Emperor on his campaign to South Italy, the other two sons, Otto 
and William, were retained as hostages. Henry the Lion himself in the 
absence of his sons was sufficiently powerless to be left with his liberty ; 
he was indeed old and worn out and well content to spend his closing 
days quietly at Brunswick. There he busied himself in intellectual and 
artistic pursuits; the magnificent church of St Blaise, which he had 
begun on his return from Palestine in 117% he now had leisure to com- 
plete; under his direction his chaplain prepared a kind of encyclopaedia 
of knowledge to which Henry gave the title Lucidarius, a book which is 
not without interest as an early example of a prose work in the middle 
high German dialect; he also, we are told by the annalist of Stederburg, 
ordered “the ancient chronicles to be collected, transcribed, and recited 
in his presence, and engaged in this occupation he would often pass the 
whole night without sleep.” 3 Poets and Minnesingers thronged his 
court, where they looked upon the old duke as their enlightened patron 
and made him the hero of their ballads and legends. Thus peaceably he 
ended his long and stormy career; he died on 6 August 1195 and was 
buried beside his second wife, the English Matilda, in his church of 
St Blaise at Brunswick. 

In the meanwhile, in Sicily and South Italy Tancred had been 

1 In 1195 he used his authority as overlord to prevent Richard from making 
peace with Philip. Hoveden, iii, 302. 

2 It is perhaps noteworthy in this connexion that Hoveden (iv, 30) speaks of 
Savaric, Bishop of Bath, as the Emperor s Chancellor of Burgundy in the year 1196. 

3 MGPI, Script, xvi, p. 230. The editor, Perte, suggests that perhaps the Anna- 
lista Saxo is referred to. 
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strengthening his position in every possible way. He had entered into 
alliance with the Eastern Emperor, Isaac Angelus, and had married 
his elder son Roger to the Emperor’s daughter Irene. His armies had 
constantly harassed the imperial troops left by Henry to guard the 
frontier fortresses. Rut the German position had sensibly improved since 
the disastrous winter of 1191-2, and much ground had been recovered 
by the active imperial commanders, Diepold of Vohburg, Conrad of 
Lutzelinhard, and Berthold of Kiinsberg. Tancred indeed found himself 
obliged to visit the mainland in person to restore his fortunes. His cam- 
paign was a rapid series of successes. Berthold, the ablest of the German 
commanders, died at Monte Rodone. Conrad was less capable and less 
popular, and there were desertions from the German, ranks; one after 
another of the fortified places surrendered to Tancred. His triumphant 
progress was only checked by sickness. He was compelled to return to 
Palermo, where he died on 20 February 1194. 

Freed from enemies at home, Henry could once more turn his attention 
to the conquest of the Sicilian kingdom. The project was supported by 
the princes of Germany; it was financed by English gold. No obstacle 
now lay in the path of success. In the campaign of 1191 Henry had been 
dogged by misfortune at every step, in the campaign of 1194 he was 
favoured by fortune in an astonishing degree. His enemies, through his 
diplomacy, were now isolated; they had been deprived of their former 
allies, the King of England and the Welfs; they could not expect the 
Lombards to put any check or hindrance in the way of Henry’s advance, 
for Henry had secured their loyalty by the treaty of Vercelli in the 
previous January. And now with Tancred’s death they were left leaderless ; 
the elder son, Roger, had died a few weeks before his father, and the 
younger, William, was still a mere boy when he was called upon to repre- 
sent the interests of the national party in Sicily. Nor was this all: the 
young William III was left without experienced advisers, for Matthew of 
Ajello, the Chancellor, to whose skilful statesmanship was due in large 
measure the transient success of Tancred, had himself died in the summer 
of the previous year. His son Richard, who succeeded to his office, was 
not possessed of his father’s ability; certainly neither he nor the Queen- 
mother were capable of handling the almost desperate situation in which 
they found themselves on Tancred’s death. 

Henry’s task was therefore an easy one. At the end of May he crossed 
the Spliigen pass; by Whitsuntide he was at Milan. On his way south- 
ward he secured the very essential co-operation of the fleets of Genoa and 
Pisa. The delicate business of getting the two rival maritime powers to 
work in concert was achieved by the Steward of the Empire, Markward 
of Anweiler, who was entrusted with the command of the joint fleets. 
Naples, whose obstinate resistance had caused the failure of Henry’s first 
attempt to conquer the kingdom, surrendered at once; Salerno tried in 
vain to hold out, but it was taken by storm, sacked, and in part destroyed, 
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in revenge for its perfidious action of delivering the Empress Constance 
over to the enemy. The fate of Salerno effectively crushed any inclination 
to resist which the towns of Apulia and Calabria may have entertained- It 
was a triumphant progress rather than a campaign; by the end of October 
the Emperor had crossed the Straits to Messina, was master of South 
Italy, and prepared for the conquest of the island. The only serious engage- 
ment that took place was a long and bloody battle between the Pisan and 
Genoese fleets. But before Henry had landed, the subjugation of Sicily 
was already well advanced; Markward, with the fleet of Genoa, had re- 
ceived the submission of Catania and Syracuse; when the feeble opposition 
raised by the Queen Sibylla had been suppressed the road to Palermo 
was open. Henry had but to enter the capital. He was met on his approach 
by a delegation of citizens offering their submission; the Queen and her 
family fled to Caltabellotta; the Admiral Margaritus surrendered the 
castle; and on 20 November Henry entered the town. On Christmas 
Day he was crowned King of Sicily in the cathedral of Palermo. 

The whole campaign had been carried through with the greatest 
moderation. With the exception of the destruction of Salerno, for which 
there was ample justification, no scenes of violence, no acts of wanton 
Cruelty, no plundering or devastation, defile the history of the conquest of 
the kingdom of Sicily. This fact must be borne in mind in judging the 
Emperor’s conduct towards the family of Tancred. They were at his 
mercy in the castle of Caltabellotta; he could have attacked the place, 
and it would have fallen instantly. Instead, he opened negotiations and 
offered generous terms: the young William was to receive his father’s 
county of Lecce together with the principality of Taranto. The terms 
were accepted and Sibylla, her son, three daughters, her daughter-in-law 
Irene, and a number of Sicilian barons, returned to Palermo to be present 
at Henry’s coronation. We next hear, a few days later, of the whole 
party being seized and sent into exile in Germany on the pretext of 
conspiracy. It is possible, and not out of keeping with Henry’s character, 
to conceive that the charge was tramped up as a means of clearing the 
field of persons who were likely to be the source of danger and rebellion 
in the future. On the other hand it would have been contrary to the 
policy which Henry had hitherto pursued on the Sicilian campaign ; his 
object had been, not to terrorise, but to conciliate the Norman population. 
It seems more reasonable to believe, as indeed Innocent III himself believed, 
that a conspiracy actually had been formed against the Emperor, and 
that the latter was acting only with justifiable prudence when he banished 
the remnant of the royal house of Sicily and their adherents to Germany. 

In the spring of 1195 a great diet was held at Bari to complete the 
arrangements for the administration of the newly-won country. The 
government was entrusted to the Empress Constance who, Norman by 
blood and sentiment, was well qualified to continue the tradition of the 
Norman kingdom. The German commanders who by their services during 
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the campaign had earned the Emperor’s gratitude were either now or 
shortly before rewarded with fiefs and administrative offices : thus 
Diepold of Vohburg became justiciar of the Terra di Lavoro, Conrad of 
Liitzelinhard became Count of Molise. The latter had previously held 
the March of Ancona and the Romagna, which now with the additional 
title of Duke of Ravenna was bestowed upon the man to whose enter- 
prise was largely due the success of the campaign — Markward of An- 
weiler ; besides these tokens of Henry’s favour he was granted his 
freedom— he had been hitherto an unfree ministerialis — and raised to 
the position of prince of the Empire. Conrad of Urslingen, who since 
1183 had held the duchy of Spoleto, was made vicegerent ( vicarias ) of 
the kingdom of Sicily, and finally Philip of Hohenstaufen, who after the 
death of his brother Frederick (ob. 1191) had abandoned his ecclesiastical 
career, w r as granted the duchy of Tuscany. The whole of southern and 
central Italy therefore was dominated by a group of German officials, 
and Rome was isolated. 

At the same time that a large concourse of nobles was assembling 
at Palermo to witness the coronation of Henry VI as King of Sicily, a 
numerous gathering of distinguished persons was collecting round a tent 
erected in the midst of the public square of the little town of Jesi in the 
March of Ancona. The object of this gathering, which is said to have 
included no less than fifteen cardinals and bishops, was to witness the 
birth of the last Hohenstaufen Emperor (26 December 1194). The 
number of credible witnesses seems a surprising but, as after events shewed, 
a not unwise precaution; Constance was not young, and she had been 
married and childless for nine years; it was only natural that enemies of 
the house of Hohenstaufen should call in question the legitimacy of the 
all-important child. Even such careful precautions did not prevent a 
relatively honest man like Innocent III or a sinister figure like John of 
Brienne from uttering their disbelief in Frederick’s legitimacy, or monastic 
chroniclers from weaving elaborate tales to explain Frederick’s origin 
from other than royal parents. 

Henry’s rule now stretched from the North Sea to the coast of Africa, 
for the Almohades of North Africa sent embassies and paid him tribute. 
England was his vassal kingdom and he had, as we have seen, the intention 
of reducing France to a similar state of dependence. He had designs also 
of extending his power beyond the Pyrenees; the overlordship of the 
kingdom of Aragon he had proposed to include in the grant of the 
Arelate to Richard of England; when this plan failed he tried another. 
The Genoese had been cheated of their promised rewards in the Sicilian 
kingdom ; they had already been established by Henry on the Burgundian 
coast — at Monaco and elsewhere; they were now by way of compensa- 
tion given authority to conquer the kingdom of Aragon 1 . The maritime 
republic however did not avail itself of Henry’s offer. 

1 Otobonus, MGH, Script , xvm, 112. 
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The acquisition of Sicily opened up new possibilities for the extension 
of the Empire. Henry adopted the traditional policy and aspirations of 
the Norman kings towards Africa and the Byzantine Empire — namely, 
the establishment of a hegemony in the Mediterranean. Already he had 
under his influence two outposts in the eastern Mediterranean, the 
kingdoms of Little Armenia and Cyprus, whose rulers, Leo and Amaury 
of Lusignan, had received their crowns from him (1194, 1195), thus 
recognising their dependence no longer on the Eastern but on the 
Western Empire. In pursuance of his ambitious design of extending his 
influence over the Byzantine Empire, he sought to profit by the ever- 
recurrent revolutions at Constantinople. Isaac Angelas, who ten years 
before had deposed and tortured to death the last of the house of 
Comnenus, the Emperor Andronicus, was now in his turn attacked, 
mutilated, and deposed by his own brother, the Emperor Alexius III. 
In his attempt to ward off the approaching danger, Isaac had turned to 
Henry VI for help. Henry’s demands were of the most extravagant 
nature; he regarded himself, writes the Byzantine historian Nicetas, 44 as 
though he were lord of lords, emperor of emperors.” But Isaac was in no 
position to haggle over terras. His daughter Irene, the widow of Tanered’s 
son Roger, had been found by Henry in the palace at Palermo and 
given in marriage to Philip of Hohenstaufen. This pair the hapless 
Emperor was prepared to recognise, if we may believe the evidence of 
Otto of St Blaise, as heirs to the Byzantine throne; the Eastern and 
Western Empires would then be united in the family of Hohenstaufen. 
However the success of the revolution which gave the crown to Alexius III 
prevented Henry from reaping the fruits of this project. Nevertheless, 
by a skilful use of the threat of war he was able to exact from the usurper 
large sums of money which helped to finance bis Eastern policy. More- 
over he had devised other means to obtain the same end. Already before 
the fate of deposition had overtaken the hapless Isaac, on Good Friday, 
31 March 1195, in the presence of but three chaplains, the Emperor had 
received the cross from the hands of the Bishop of Sutri; on Easter Day 
the Crusade was publicly proclaimed at the diet of Bari. The Crusade 
was to serve a double purpose: besides promoting his Eastern policy, it 
was to be instrumental in bringing about a reconciliation with the Pope 
which Henry regarded as essential to the successful accomplishment of 
his schemes. 

Since the conquest of Sicily the papal and imperial courts had 
become more than ever estranged. Henry might occupy the Papal States, 
but he bad no foothold in Rome ; there the Pope was secure and 
unassailable, and in no immediate need of the Emperor’s help. To Henry 
on the other hand the Pope’s co-operation was all important; he was 
strong in Italy, but his position was to some extent unauthorised; his 
title to the lands of Matilda had never been admitted, and his right 
to the occupied territory in central Italy was more than questionable. 
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Sicily added a new complication: it was a hereditary monarchy, which 
hitherto had owed allegiance to the Holy See. Was Henry also to 
recognise this papal overlordship? Not only its relation to the Papacy 
but also its relation to the Empire pi'esented difficulties; Sicily was 
hereditary, Germany and the Empire were elective. Henry wished 
Sicily to be an integral part of the Empire. This problem, with many 
others which exercised the mind of Henry, would be solved in that most 
chimerical of all his ideas, the plan to alter the imperial constitution with 
the object of making the Empire itself hereditary in the house of 
Hohenstaufen. 

Eor all these reasons friendship with the Pope was an urgent necessity. 
Negotiations had been tried, but had failed to bring about the desired 
result; the offer to go on crusade was one which Celestine could hardly 
refuse to accept. As an earnest of his good faith, Henry had already 
issued orders for the recruiting of 1500 knights and as many squires for 
the enterprise. Never was a crusade pushed forward so impetuously by 
an Emperor or more tardily by a Pope. But little though he might 
desire it, Celestine could not resist the friendly overtures of a man who 
was prepared to render the highest service to Christendom, and at last, 
on 4 August, four months after Henry himself had taken the cross, 
Celestine wrote the formal letter to the German bishops bidding them 
to preach the crusade. 

Towards the end of June 1195 Henry returned to Germany. Here 
he busied himself in actively promoting the crusade; recruits were 
enlisted, the date of departure was fixed for Christmas 1196; the 
enormous wealth of the Sicilian treasury which he had brought to 
Germany 1 provided him with ample resources wherewith to finance the 
expedition. But the crusade was not the only nor yet the chief project 
which occupied the attention of the Emperor during his year’s stay in 
Germany. He was anxious above all that the great position he had won 
should be retained for ever in his family. His first .step was to try to 
secure the election of his two-year-old son as king, but when this failed, 
apparently owing to the opposition of Adolf of Altena, Archbishop of 
Cologne, he brought forward a “new and unheard-of decree” at the diet 
of Wurzburg in April 1196. The exact nature of this extraordinary 
proposal, the circumstances attending it, and the means employed by 
Henry to carry it through, have all been matter of keen controversy 2 . 

1 From the treasury at Palermo he brought also the magnificent coronation 
robes of Arab workmanship used by the Norman kings since the time of Roger II. 
These were deposited in the castle of Trifels, and were used at imperial coronations 
for many centuries, - v;. 

2 See K. Iiampe, Zum Erbkaiserplan Heinrichs VI. MIOGF, xxvir, 1906; 
M. Krammer, Dev Reichagedanke des staufischen Kaiserhauses ( Vntermchungen 
xur deutschen Staats- und RechttsgescMchte , ed. Gierke, No. 95), Breslau, 1908 ; and 
especially J. Haller, Heinrich VI und die romische Kirche. MIOGF, xxxv, 1914. 
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The sources of our information are meagre, ambiguous, and often con- 
flicting; the two principal narrative accounts 1 were written by men 
belonging to opposing political parties, the one attached to the Emperor’s 
court, the other to the court of the Emperor’s opponent, Herman, 
Landgrave of Thuringia; the one is short and tolerably reliable, the 
other is full, but confused and inaccurate. The “new and unheard-of 
decree” was no less than a fundamental alteration of the constitution 
with the object of making the kingship hereditary. After preliminary 
negotiations among the princes who composed the intimate court-circle, 
Henry laid the proposal before a full diet at Wurzburg, and persuaded — 
or, the Reinharclsbrunn Chronicle would have us believe, bullied — the 
majority of princes, 52 in number, to give a reluctant consent in writing 
under seal. In return they were to receive certain concessions, slender, 
they seem, when weighed beside what they were asked to renounce — the 
most highly valued privilege of electing the king and Emperor designate: 
the secular princes were to have the unrestricted right of inheritance in 
their fiefs not only in the male but in the female and collateral lines, 
the ecclesiastical princes were to have the free testamentary disposal of 
their movable property. The true value of these concessions is difficult to 
estimate. Strong Emperors no doubt could and did deny inheritance to 
other than a direct male heir; only the year before Henry had withheld 
the March from the brother of the Margrave of Meissen who died without 
a direct heir, absorbed it as a vacant fief, and contrary to custom did not 
re-grant it after the lapse of a year and a day; moreover his action gave 
rise to no protest 2 . On the other hand some princes, the Duke of Austria 
or the Margrave of Namur, for example, already had these rights of 
succession by special privilege, and no doubt many others hoped to acquire 
them without making so large a sacrifice in return. The Emperor’s exer- 
cise of the ius sjjolii, which he was prepared to renounce as a compensa- 
tion to the ecclesiastical princes, had long been contested and regarded 
as an abuse — it had been one of the grounds of dispute in Frederick 
Barbarossa’s quarrel with Urban III; the removal of an abuse was scarce 
adequate compensation for the surrender of an important and undoubted 
privilege. The minority, composed chiefly of princes of Saxony and of 
the Rhine country, though inconsiderable in number, could not be ignored; 
again it was headed by the Archbishop of Cologne who claimed the right, 
sanctioned by long custom, of crowning the king-elect at Aix-la-Chapelle. 
This ceremony, hitherto all-important, would lose much, if not all, its 

It is the conclusions of this last writer which have been in the main followed, in the 
text. See also the bibliography of this chapter. 

1 Annalcs Marbacemes, ed. Bloch, SGUS; Oronica Reinhardsbrunnenm , MGH, 
Script, xxx. 

2 Of. however the case at the death of the Landgrave of Thuringia, when Henry 
had to yield to the demands of the princes and to grant the vacant fief to the brother 
of the late landgrave (1191). See supra, p. 462, note 1. 
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significance, would become in fact a mere form, if the person crowned 
was inevitably the eldest son of the late monarch. 

Without making any attempt to overcome the opposition in Germany, 
Henry began once more to negotiate with the Pope. The correspondence 
between the two courts was now of a more cordial nature, and Henry 
expresses his wish to assist the Pope in the suppression of heresy and even 
announces his intention of coming to Italy himself. His intention was 
no sooner announced than acted upon, and by the end of June 1196 the 
Emperor was on his way to Rome. Far from abandoning his scheme for 
a hereditary monarchy, he hoped now to reach it by a different path — by 
means of the Pope. Peace with Celestine, which, he repeatedly insists, is 
the principal object of the journey, was more essential than ever. The 
Emperor was accompanied by only a scanty following, which was the 
cause of derision among the Italians ; but it was part of his policy. His 
object was not to excite alarm, not to use force, merely to seek peace. 
His eagerness is remarkable; the sacrifices he was prepared to make are, 
at first sight, astonishing. Indeed it required much zeal, much steadfast- 
ness of purpose, to persevere in the face of the cold reception his overtures 
received at Rome. For Celestine’s letters, judging by Henry’s replies, had 
assumed once more an antagonistic tone; he raked up a number of old 
complaints mainly respecting Henry’s government in Sicily and his 
brother Philip’s encroachments on papal territory. He had no doubt 
heard of Henry’s new plan and disapproved of it. Nevertheless the 
Emperor did not lose heart; he pushed forward up to the very gates of 
Rome, and stayed in the neighbourhood of the city for more than three 
weeks (20 October-17 November). 

The object of the negotiations which passed between the two courts 
during these weeks was the baptism and the anointing of the young 
prince Frederick as king 1 . The natural person to perform this function 
was the Archbishop of Cologne who was himself the leader of the 
opposition to the design of a hereditary monarchy; this antagonism 
led Henry to try the expedient of getting the Pope to do it instead, 
thereby dispensing not only with the German election but with the 
German coronation as well. This plan would also serve another purpose. 
The union of Sicily with the Empire was an important consideration; 
indeed, according to one authority, Henry had promised it to the princes 
in return for their surrender of their right of election. Two coronations 
would militate against a close union of the two kingdoms. The Arch- 
bishop of Palermo, to whom the right of crowning the King of Sicily by 
tradition belonged, would not lightly yield his claim to a German bishop, 

1 Interim missis legatis suis, imperator cepit cum apostolico de coneordia agere 
volens, quod filium. suum baptizaret — •nondum euim baptizatus erat — et quod in 
regem ungeret. Ann. Mar hue. sub anno 1196. Bloch, Hampe, and otters interpret 
regem as imperatorem. But the annalist, as Haller, p. 630 points out, is singularly 
accurate in his use of titles, and is not at all likely to have written “vex” when he 
meant “ imperator.” Cf. also Krammer, JDer Reichsgedanke , pp. 13sqq. 
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whereas to the Bishop of Rome he could scarcely refuse it. Henry’s plan 
of a coronation of Frederick as King of the Romans by the Pope was, in 
short, a simple method of evading a number of difficulties. 

The Pope’s co-operation was therefore all-important to Henry’s 
schemes. But what had Henry to offer in order to induce Celestine to 
make such large sacrifices of power as these changes necessarily involved? 
The Emperor’s personal participation in the crusade was obviously not a 
sufficient inducement 1 . Moreover Henry himself asserts that he has 
offered to the Roman Church more substantial concessions than any of 
his predecessors had done; what these substantial concessions were we 
are not so certainly informed. Giraldus Cambrensis, who visited Rome 
on three separate occasions between the years 1199-1202 and who may 
therefore be presumed to have good information on such matters, speaks 
enthusiastically of Henry’s good intentions towards the Church ; he tells 
us further how Henry proposed a plan for the secularisation of the states of 
the Church which were in foreign hands (those actually in the possession 
of the Church were to remain so). In place of this theoretically powerful 
but practically valueless domain, Henry was ready to grant to the Pope 
and to the cardinals very material financial benefits from the revenues of 
the churches throughout his Empire. In view of the policy which the 
Church had pursued for the last hundred years, this suggestion seems 
preposterous. On the other hand the territory over which the Papacy 
could exercise any real control was exceedingly small, and was indeed to 
be retained under Henry’s scheme; from the rest little or no revenues 
were forthcoming, with the result that the Curia was reduced to con- 
siderable financial straits. The Emperor’s proposal, though obliging it 
to abandon its ambitious claim to be an independent world-power by 
becoming a pensioner — and the prospect of independence for the moment 
was overshadowed — would at least establish its finances on a sound footing. 

The second offer is more startling; and it is the one on which, if 
Professor Haller interprets the matter aright, Celestine gave Henry to 
understand his plan must stand or fall. This was no less than to concede 
to the Pope what Innocent II and Hadrian IV had vainly tried to exact 
from Lothar and Frederick Barbarossa, the feudal lordship over the whole 
Empire. The evidence for this strange and daring proposal comes from 
a no less credible witness than Pope Innocent III himself, who, after 
expounding his theory of the translation of the Empire in the opening 
sentences of the deliberatio on the respective claims of the ri val German 
kings, Philip and Otto, proceeds to declare that Henry had recognised 
this feudal superiority of the Pope over the Empire and had “sought to be 
invested of the Empire by the Pope through the symbol of a golden orb.” 8 

1 Though this is stated as the inducement in the Marbach Annals. 

2 This interpretation of the words of the deliberatio is, however, not free from 
difficulties and has been severely criticised by M. Tangl, Die Deliberatio Innocents III, 
SPAW, liii, 1919. Cf. also Haller’s reply in HVJS, xx, 1920. 
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To such lengths was Henry, it seems, prepared to go for the attainment 
of his end; on the other hand it must be borne in mind that, considered 
in connexion with Henry’s whole policy, the consequences of such a con- 
cession need not perhaps have been very serious. If the imperial office 
were hereditary and included an effectual rule of all Italy, it might be of 
less consequence that it was held in vassalage of a Pope surrounded by 
the imperial power; it might seem but a form, a ceremony, lowering 
somewhat the prestige of the Empire but its power not at all. In fact 
it would clear away many problems — the position of Sicily for example 
-—the solution of which meant additional strength rather than weakness 
to the Empire;- it meant further a corresponding weakening of the papal 
position, an abandonment of the independent policy which the Curia 
had hitherto pursued. And seeing it in this light, the experienced and 
far-sighted statesman Celestine resisted it. Not at once, it is true; for he 
allowed the negotiations to drag on for some time till the favourable 
moment came. He may have heard that trouble was brewing in Sicily, 
that a formidable conspiracy against German domination was in process 
of formation ; almost certainly he was kept informed of the march of 
events in Germany, and was even fomenting resistance there to Henry’s 
plans. In the middle of October 1196 at the diet of Erfurt, the proposal 
for setting the German kingship on an hereditary basis was again before 
the princes, and this time it met with the determined opposition of 
a powerful group under the leadership of the Landgrave of Thuringia. 
It is not unlikely that Celestine was acting largely on the strength of 
this opposition when he signified to Henry on 17 November that he 
must postpone a decision till Epiphany. This virtually ended the 
negotiations. 

The Emperor, realising his defeat, left the neighbourhood of Rome 
for the south. He also sent instructions to Germany that the letters of 
the princes promising their support to his scheme should be returned to 
them and that his son should be elected king in the customary manner; 
this the princes readily conceded, and Frederick was unanimously chosen 
king at Frankfurt (December 1196). 

But that Henry did not despair of peace with the Curia is evident from 
the fact that as early as February 1197, smothering his not unnatural 
resentment, he addressed a letter to the Pope written in terms of due 
humility and moderation. But Celestine turned a deaf ear; the letter, it 
seems, remained unanswered. Nevertheless the Emperor was not at the 
end of his resources. Age was on his side: Celestine was very old, and he 
was in the prime of life. He was not without influence with the cardinals 
which he might exert to gain a more pliant successor to Celestine. 
There was also the crusade, which might serve his purpose well; it was 
his hope that, having recovered Jerusalem, he could approach the Pope 
once more and win, as reward for the services he had rendered to 
Christendom, the much-desired peace. In such circumstances the Pope 
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could hardly deny him his request. Moreover everything promised 
well for the success of the enterprise: the usurper Alexius III was ready 
to pay an annual tribute to the Emperor of the West in return for 
recognition; Irene, the daughter of the deposed Isaac, was now in 1197 
the wife of the Emperors brother Philip of Swabia. There was no fear 
of interference from Constantinople. Even in Syria itself the outlook 
was favourable. Since the death of Saladin in 1193, civil war had 
raged among the sons of the great Sultan and their uncle Saphadin 
(‘Adil). 

So Henry pressed forward his preparations with still greater energy. 
Then in the midst of his work he was interrupted by the news of the 
imminent outbreak of a widespread rebellion, affecting not only Sicily 
and South Italy but even Rome and Lombardy. It was the result of a 
growing feeling of resentment against Henry’s harsh rule. The previous 
Christmas at Capua he had done to death in the foulest manner Richard 
of Acerra, one of the most prominent leaders of the national party. 
Such acts were not likely to win the confidence or affection of his 
Norman-Italian subjects. In February a plot was formed to put Henry 
to death and to raise up a new king in his stead. The Empress Constance 
herself and Pope Celestine cannot be acquitted of the charge of being 
privy to the conspiracy. Warned in time by an informer, Henry fled to 
Messina where he was among friends, Mark ward of Anweiler and Henry 
of Kalden, and with their help he suppressed the rising with savage and 
revolting cruelty: those who were not visited by instant death were 
reserved for more terrible ends, for crucifixion or torture. Even the 
Sicilian barons who since 1194 had been confined in German prisons 
were not spared, but were blinded by Henry’s orders. 

The conspiracy suppressed, the Emperor once more turned his atten- 
tion to the crusade. Early in September the main body of the German 
crusaders under the Chancellor Conrad, Archbishop of Mayence, embarked 
for the East; Henry himself was to follow shortly, when he fell ill while 
hunting on a cold night in the swampy woodlands of Linari. Never 
physically strong and always subject to attacks of fever in the unhealthy 
climate of his southern kingdom, he rallied only sufficiently to be 
removed to the neighbouring Messina; he hoped to reach the Sicilian 
capital but on 28 September death from dysentery supervened. His body 
was carried to Palermo and buried in the cathedral. 

Henry VI was perhaps in character the least attractive of the great 
Holy Roman Emperors of the Middle Ages; cruel, relentless, and entirely 
lacking in human sympathy, he had many faults which it is difficult to 
excuse. Yet there is something in the magnitude of his outlook and in 
his astonishing success which commands admiration. His career exhibits 
what a ruler with immense energy and remarkable diplomatic ability 
could achieve in a short space of years. Under him the idea of a universal 
Empire, of world-domination, came nearest to realisation during the 
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Middle Ages. It is useless to speculate as to what he would have 
achieved had not his life been cut short before he had reached the age of 
thirty-three. Contemporaries, there is no doubt, expected much; Otto 
of St Blaise repeats with greater aptitude what Otto of Freising had 
written of the Emperor Lothar: “nisi morte preventus foret, cuius virtute 
et industria decus imperii in antique dignitatis statum refloruisset. v ’ 
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CHAPTER XV. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DUCHY OF NORMANDY 
AND THE NORMAN CONQUEST OF ENGLAND. 

King Edward, son of Aethelred and grandson of Edgar, died on 
5 January 1066, being the eve of the Epiphany. On 6 January he was 
hurriedly buried before the high altar of his new minster-church at 
W estminster, which had been consecrated just nine days earlier. On the 
very same day Harold, son of Godwin, Earl of the West Saxons, alleging 
that the old king on his death-bed had committed to his keeping not 
only his widow but his kingdom, had himself formally elected to the 
kingship by a small and probably partisan assembly of magnates. And 
thereupon he was straightway hallowed King of the English people by 
Ealdred, the Archbishop of York, within the very precincts and almost 
at the very spot where some six hours before Edward’s body had been 
laid to rest. 

The unprecedented haste and indecent callousness of these proceedings 
speak for themselves. Whether Edward with his last breath had really 
attempted, as his biographer and the Peterborough chronicle report, to 
designate Harold as his successor can never be certainly known; but at 
any rate, if precedent and the customs of Wessex counted for anything, 
the crown of England was not his to bequeath; nor had Edward ever 
brought himself to make any such recommendation when fully possessed 
of his faculties. What alone is clear is that Harold had no intention of 
allowing any real debate on the succession to take place among the 
magnates as a whole. For it is impossible to believe that the great men 
of the Midlands and of the North, or even of East Anglia or Devon, were 
then gathered in London. Evidently, as soon as ever it had become apparent 
that Edward’s recovery was unlikely, Harold had made up his mind to 
set aside Edgar the Aetheling, the sole surviving representative of the 
old royal stock, who was, it seems, about sixteen years old, on the plea 
of his youthfulness, and had determined to snatch the crown for himself 
on the double ground that, being over forty and a statesman of many 
years’ experience, he was far better fitted than the Aetheling to be king, 
and that he was the only man in England who could be relied on to keep 
order and defend the realm from its foes. When therefore the moment 
came for action, all his plans were fully matured; and so it came about 
that in the course of a single morning, without any public murmurs of 
protest, the right kin of Egbert and Alfred, which could trace its ancestry 
hack to Cerdic and which for the last two hundred years had played the 
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leading part in England on the whole with credit and success, was displaced 
in favour of the semi-Danish house of Godwin, which had only emerged 
from obscurity some half a century before, and then only as the favoured 
instrument of the alien conqueror Knut. That the coup d'etat of 6 January 
was a gamble on Harold’s part cannot be doubted; for most men, he was 
aware, would regard him as a usurper, while it was plain that he could not 
really count on the support of either the house of Leofric or of the thegns 
north of the Humber, even if the young Earls Edwin and Morkere were 
for the moment acquiescent. Looking at the question, however, from the 
other side, it must be owned that England at the moment wanted a full- 
grown king and a man of experience, who would be feared and respected; 
and Harold was undoubtedly the foremost personage in the kingdom, 
and so wealthy that his mere accession almost doubled the revenues of 
the Crown and at the same time eliminated its most formidable competitor 
in all the southern shires. Harold too cannot but have had before his 
mind the similar change of dynasty which had been brought about in 
France only eighty years before when the Carolingian line was finally set 
aside by Hugh Capet. If the Duke of the Franks had been justified in 
987, the Earl of the West Saxons in 1066 may well have persuaded 
himself that he had an equally good case; for his material resources were 
greater than those of the Capetian, and the need of England for an active 
leader was patent to all. Lastly, in justification of his decision it can 
always be urged that it was plain to Harold, from his personal knowledge 
of Normandy and his misadventures there, that Duke William really was 
set on claiming the English crown on the ground of his kinship to Edward, 
by consent if possible, but by force if need be, and would leave no stone 
unturned in the attempt to achieve his purpose. Year by year men had 
seen the Norman Duke grow more powerful, and both Harold and his 
partisans may quite honestly have argued that the sooner an experienced 
and capable man was placed in Edward’s seat, the more likely it would be 
that William’s plans would be brought to naught; whereas his chances of 
succeeding in his designs would be deplorably increased, if the kingly 
office were not quickly filled and Englishmen instead drifted into disputing 
how best to fill it. 

If this interpretation of Harold’s behaviour may be adopted as the 
most plausible one and the best suited to account for his inordinate 
haste, it follows that we must also hold that Harold and his advisers not 
only considered a struggle with the Norman Duke to be inevitable, but 
also - considered that the danger which threatened England from that 
quarter was of the greatest urgency. Harold of course knew that he might 
also have other foes to reckon with, such as his exiled brother Tos tig and 
his cousin Svein Estrithson, King of Denmark (1047-1075), who as 
nephew of Knut had dormant claims on England which would revive 
when he learnt of Harold’s accession. But Tostig was not really formidable, 
and might probably be placated, if compensated for his lost possessions; 
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while Svein was of a cautious disposition, and unlikely to move at all quickly. 
Harold need not, therefore, have acted with any precipitancy merely to 
meet such contingencies, nor even to forestall internal opposition within 
England. It can only have been William that he deemed an immediate 
menace. But why should he think William so formidable? Normandy as 
compared with England was only a small state. From Eu, its frontier 
town in the north-east, to Rouen and thence by Lisieux and Falaise to 
the river Couesnon in the south-west, where the duchy marched with 
Brittany, was a journey of less than 190 miles, about the same distance 
as would be covered by a horseman riding from Yarmouth through 
Ipswich and London to Salisbury, while the breadth of the duchy from 
north to south was nowhere more than 70 miles. A considerable portion 
of the province too was covered by forest; nor was the fertility of its 
fields and meadows, so far as we know, any greater than the fertility of 
the fields and meadows of Wessex, Even if Normandy possessed a more 
enterprising and more vigorous upper class than England, the whole 
Norman territory was only equal in area to five-sixths of Wessex, and all 
round its borders were other feudal lordships which had constantly harassed 
its rulers in the past, and which bore no goodwill to its present duke. 
Rearing all these points in mind, it would seem at first sight as if William 
.must' be attempting an impossible task if he set out to conquer England, 
and as if Harold might safely have ignored his threats. But nevertheless, 
as the course of events was to shew, Harold’s instinct of fear was right. 
Though William’s dominions were small in extent, William himself, ever 
since 1047, when he had taken the conduct of affairs into his own hands, 
had been giving the world proof after proof that he possessed not merely 
energy and ambition but a gift for leadership and a power of compelling 
others to do his will which almost amounted to genius. During the last 
nineteen years he had succeeded in all his undertakings, whether as a 
leader in war or as a ruler and diplomatist, so that in all northern France 
there was no feudal prince who had a greater prestige, or one who had 
achieved a more unquestioned mastery of his own subjects. Normandy 
too was far better organised internally than were other parts of France, 
and was governed under a system which really did impose restraints, both 
on feudal turbulence and on ecclesiastical pretensions. If then we wish 
fully to understand the risks run by Harold in challenging William, it 
will be well to make a short digression before describing the struggle 
between them and to study the steps by which the Norman duchy had 
acquired its peculiar characteristics and its ruler his remarkable prestige. 
To understand the Normandy of 1066 it is not necessary to go back 
to the foundation of the duchy in 911 by the Treaty of Saint-Clair-sur- 
Epte, or to attempt to dispel the fog that surrounds the careers of the first 
three dukes. These princes, Hollo (911-931), his son William Longsword 
(931-94$), and his grandson Richard I surnamed the Fearless (94SS-996), 
were all undoubtedly men of mark; but nevertheless for this period there 
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are really very few reliable details available. Dudo, dean of Saint- Quentin, 
who wrote about 1020, indeed professes to tell their story, but his work 
is fundamentally untrustworthy and for the most part based on legend and 
hearsay. Some important points, however, can be established about the 
development of the duchy during the tenth century. The first is that by 
the end of the reign of Richard I the descendants of the original Norse 
settlers had become not only Christians but in all essentials Frenchmen. 
They had adopted the French language, French legal ideas, and French 
social customs, and had practically become merged with the Frankish or 
Gallic population among whom they lived. The second is that, as in 
other French districts so in Normandy, most of the important land- 
owners by this date held their estates on a feudal tenure, rendering the 
duke military service and doing him homage. Allodial ownership, however, 
was not altogether obsolete. The third is that the land-owning class had 
abandoned the old Scandinavian method of fighting on foot, and had 
adopted fighting on horseback. They no longer relied, like the English 
and the Danes, on the battle-axe and the shield-wall, but were renowned 
for their skill and efficiency as knights or heavy cavalry. 

With the accession of Richard II, in 996, we reach a somewhat less 
obscure period. As the title “the Good” indicates, Richard II was much 
influenced by the ideals of ecclesiastical reform which had spread from 
Cluny in the tenth century, and was a much more active patron of monks 
than his ancestors had been. Mainard, a monk of Ghent, had indeed 
obtained permission in the tenth century from Richard the Fearless to 
revive the ruined abbey of Saint- Wandrille on the Seine. Thence about 
966 he had moved on into the Avranchin and re-established monks in 
the abbey of Mont-Saint-Miehel. The third duke, however, had shewn 
his zeal for religion rather by re-organising the seven bishoprics of his 
duchy than by founding monasteries; and when he founded Fecamp about 
990, he organised it merely as a house for canons. Richard the Good, on 
the other hand, like his contemporary King Robert of France (996-1031) 
with whom he was ever on the best of terms, undoubtedly believed that 
monks were superior to canons. He therefore about 1001, acting under 
the advice of the well-known Lombard, William of Volpiano, the Cluniae 
monk who had risen in 990 to be Abbot of Saint-Benigne at Dijon, 
re-organised Fecamp and substituted monks for the canons. His wife 
Judith also founded a monastery at Bernai. Richard’s zeal on behalf of 
monasteries further induced him to issue a number of charters in their 
favour, granting them liberal endowments and privileges of many kinds. 
Several interesting examples of these charters have come down to us, 
especially those in favour of Fecamp, and it is chiefly from their contents 
that it is possible to piece together a few facts as to the nature of the ducal 
system of government in the. first quarter of the eleventh century. 

To begin with, if we analyse the witnesses to Richard’s charters, we 
find that the Norman Duke was served by certain household officers. The 
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complete household of a feudal prince does not, it is true, come before us, 
but we find mention of a constable, a chamberlain, a chancellor, and a 
hostiarius. More prominent, however, among the witnesses than the 
household officers are the duke’s local officials, styled vicecomites . As 
many as thirteen vicomtes - — it seems rather confusing to English ears to 
call them viscounts — attested the charter for Bemai, issued in 1025. It 
is permissible, however, to assume that all the vicomtes were not present at 
the duke’s court when that charter was granted, and from later evidence 
it can be shewn that there were more than twenty vicomtes in Normandy, 
each under its vicomte. It is impossible to say when the vicomtes were 
originally established or how far they were based on older Frankish sub- 
divisions, such as the page and centenae. In the tenth and eleventh 
centuries vicomUs were the common units for administrative purposes in 
all parts of France, and in some provinces not a few of these jurisdictions 
had developed into important feudal principalities. In Normandy, on the 
contrary, it is clear from their number that the vicomUs were of no great 
size, nor should they be regarded as the equivalent of the shires in England. 
The majority of them were probably larger than Middlesex, but few can 
have been as large as Huntingdonshire. They compare best in fact with 
the rapes of Sussex in area. As to the position of the vicomtes politically, 
it is clear that they had not succeeded in making their offices hereditary 
except in one or two instances. They were still at Richard’s death public 
officers, appointed by the duke and removable at his will, who acted as 
his agents for all purposes of civil government. The duties laid upon them 
were not only fiscal, but judicial and military, the chief being to manage 
the duke’s estates situated within the vicomte , to collect the duke’s rents 
arising from them, whether in money or in kind, to lead the local levies 
in time of war, to maintain order in time of peace, and to administer 
justice in the name of the duke and collect the fines imposed on delinquents. 
Besides the vicomtes there also existed in Normandy under Richard II 
four or five districts distinguished as comUs ( comitatus ). These were the 
comtes of Mortain, of the Hiesmois, of fSvreux, of Brionne, and of Eu. 
They were clearly appanages in the hands of the duke’s kinsmen ; for under 
Richard II the first was held by his second son, and the rest by his 
brothers or nephews. In area these comtes were not more extensive than 
the vicomtes, nor were their revenues greater. The difference between the 
two jurisdictions lay in the fact that in the comtes the duke retained no 
important estates in his own possession and left the local administration 
to the counts, whereas in the vicomtes he always owned several estates of 
importance, and as often as not one or more castles as well for their 
protection. A vicomte indeed might easily be changed into a comte, as 
was the vicomte of Arques shortly after Richard’s death simply as the 
result of a grant transferring the ducal interests there to William of 
Arques, who was the duke’s illegitimate son; and then become a vicomte 
again upon the death or forfeiture of the grantee. In no instance, however, 
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be it noted had a comte ever been set up in Normandy in favour of a baron 
who was unrelated to the ducal house. 

Besides telling us something about the officials of Richard’s day, his 
monastic charters also throw a faint light on the machinery of government. 
For example, they shew fairly clearly that there was already in existence 
an organised ducal treasury. They not only refer to the Jiscus dominicus , 
but make a distinction between the regular revenues of the jiscus and the 
occasional or extraordinary revenues of the camera. For example, in 1085 
the monks of Fecamp were granted the tithe of the duke’s camera , and a 
hundred pounds from the same source was at another time given to the 
monks of Saint-Benigne at Dijon. Special dues levied from market towns 
and on the profits of the duke’s mint are also mentioned. For example, 
we hear of the tolls from the bur gas of Caen, and also of the tolls of 
Falaise, Argentan, Exmes, Arques, and Dieppe. Rights of jurisdiction, on 
the other hand, and immunities are not so clearly referred to. In the 
charters granted to the monks of Saint-Ouen, Jumieges, Fecamp, and 
Bernai, there are clauses it is true which somewhat obscurely guarantee 
to each abbey the possession of its endowments “free from disturbance 
by any secular or judicial powers,” but what this implied is doubtful. 
These slight hints of course do not enable us to form any clear picture 
of the administrative system under Richard II, but they go some way to 
form a basis from which discussion may start. The fact too that these 
charters of Richard II do not deal in vague generalities, but are charac- 
terised by preciseness and a good deal of detail, adds considerably to their 
value. On the other hand, being solely concerned with monastic privileges 
they leave us entirely in the dark as to the relations of the duke with the 
bishops and secular clergy of the province, and with the mass of the 
feudal vassals, both matters which are of capital importance for the 
understanding of Norman conditions. To obtain any light on such 
questions, we must go outside the monastic charters ; but, as there are no 
written laws whether secular or ecclesiastical to turn to as in England, 
we have only the very scrappy and obscure information to rely on which 
can be gleaned from the narratives of the few chroniclers who collected 
the traditions as to Richard’s reign some two or three generations later. 
As regards the bishops, one point, at any rate, emerges clearly, namely, 
their practical subordination to the duke. Unlike many bishops in other 
parts of France or in Germany, not one of the seven bishops of Normandy 
was uncontrolled master and lord of his episcopal city, still less of any 
county or jurisdiction attached to it. Each bishop had a vicomte by his 
side as a rival power reminding him of the duke’s authority. In Rouen 
itself there was a vicomte of the city, and the archbishop apparently had 
no special burgiLs of his own exempt from the vicomte's interference. 
Again, in the matter of appointing bishops the duke paid the scantiest 
attention to the wishes of the cathedral clergy; for the most part he 
regarded bishoprics as scarcely differing from lay fiefs, and when vacancies 
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occurred bestowed them, wherever it was possible, on his kinsmen. Richard 
the Fearless, for example, shortly before his death appointed his younger 
son Robert to the archbishopric of Rouen. Robert was already Count of 
Evreux, and he held both offices for nearly- fifty years. At his death in 
1037 his comte descended to his son Richard, while the archbishopric was 
bestowed on Malger, a bastard son of Richard the Good. Once appointed, 
the bishops in theory had considerable powers over the chapters of their 
cathedral churches and over the parochial clergy, and, as regards some 
moral offences, over the laity as well; for we meet with references to the 
Episcopates Consnetudmes and to the jurisdiction exercised by arch- 
deacons, and see the monks constantly endeavouring to withdraw their 
lands and tenants from the bishop’s jurisdiction. In the duke’s view, 
however, the bishops enjoyed their authority rather by his leave and 
license than as an indefeasible right arising under the universal law of 
the Church; and if there was any doubt or dispute as to the extent of 
a bishop’s powers, it was brought before the duke and settled by his 
authority. 

The position of the laity, whether the military classes or the peasantry, 
cannot be very summarily dealt with. As to the former, three obscure 
problems confront the inquirer. They may be stated as follows: firstly, 
on what conditions of tenure did the substantial landowners hold their 
estates? secondly, how large were the ordinary baronies, that is to say, 
the baronies held by men who could claim no kinship with the duke? and 
thirdly, had any precise amount of military service been already fixed for 
each barony? As to tenure, we find that an estate in some cases would be 
referred to as an alodus, in some cases as a beneficium, m others as afeudum. 
The contrast, however, between these tenures is evidently vanishing, and 
the one is no more precarious in its nature than the other. The “alod” in 
particular no longer, as in earlier days, implied absolute ownership. It 
was held of a lord, and the allodial owner, if he wished to dispose of it, 
had to obtain the lord’s consent. The lord, on the other hand, was free 
to dispose of his rights over the allodial owner to a third person. We find 
Richard II, for instance, giving the monks of Saint- Wandrille an “alod” 
which he describes as held of himself by tenants named Osbern and 
Ansfred. Again, though Richard II alludes in one of his charters for 
Fecamp first to certain hereditates quas paterno hire {fideles mei) posside- 
ba?it, and afterwards to certain beneficia quae nostri iuris erant, there- 
by seeming to imply that there was some contrast between them, it is 
evident that in general the fiefs whether of the barons or their knights 
were held on hereditary tenure, and were neither estates for life nor 
estates at will. It seems clear too that there was no attempt as yet, on 
the part of the duke, to insist that fiefs were indivisible. In the absence 
of any special agreement, when a succession occurred, all the sons had 
rights in the inheritance and, in default of sons, daughters might inheri t 
even the largest fiefs. It is not so clear what happened if the heirs were 
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under age. In one case Richard II seems to dispose of the hand of a 
vassal’s daughter; but our sources are too scanty to inform us whether 
the so-called feudal incidents of later times*, the right of the lord to 
reliefs, wardships, and marriage, had as yet been systematically introduced. 

Evidence as to the size of the baronies is also scarce; but by good 
fortune we have a fairly detailed description of the barony of a certain 
Gere, which seems typical of the medium -sized Norman fief. This is pre- 
served in the remarkable account given of the origins of the monastery 
of Saint-Ill vroul by Ordericus Vitalis, a monk of that house, who wrote 
only a century after Richard IPs death, and who piously put on record 
all the traditions which he could collect about the ancestors of the men 
who had founded the monastery in 1050. Gere, who was of Breton 
descent, began his career as a vassal of the lords of Belleme, holding lands 
on the southern frontier of Normandy and in Maine, with a castle at 
Saint-Cleneri on the river Sarthe near Alenyon. While still a young man, 
he came under the notice of Richard II, who granted him in addition the 
barony of a Norman named Heugo, situated in the southern part of the 
diocese of Lisieux in the district of Ouclie. The demesne lands of this 
barony, as described by Ordericus, consisted of about half-a-dozen detached 
manors spread out over thirty miles of wooded and hilly country, the 
chief being Montreuil and Eeliauffour, the one lying north and the other 
south of the site of Saint-Evroul. Even in his own district Gere had many 
formidable neighbours, of whom the chief were the Count of Brionne and 
the lord of Montgomery; but none the less he is put before us as a man 
of some importance, whose daughters all married well, whose sons after 
his death were able to stand up against the Count of Brionne, and who 
himself was rich enough to build and endow six parish churches for the 
use of his tenantry. Compared with the estates of many a king’s thegn in 
England, Gere’s barony was clearly insignificant; but this only emphasises 
the fact that Normandy was quite a small principality, in which there 
was no room for really large fiefs, and in which the great majority of the 
duke’s vassals were men of quite moderate estate, more or less on an 
equality with each other. To shew that Gere’s barony really may be 
regarded as a fair specimen of the medium Norman fief, we have to rely 
on much later evidence, namely, the returns to the inquest ordered in 
1172 to ascertain what services were then due to the Duke of Normandy 
from his various barons. In these returns 1 we are informed that the 
barony of Montreuil and Eehauffour still belonged to the house of Saint- 
Ceneri, that the number of knights holding of it was twenty, and that its 
lord owed the duke the service of five knights. If, however, we analyse 
the whole of the returns collected in 1172, we find that the total number 
of knights enfeoffed on the Norman baronies, after allowing for some 
missing returns, was about 1800 knights; that the total service due to 
the duke from all the baronies put together was about 800 knights, and 
1 Red Book of the Exchequer, p. 645 . 
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that, though there were some two dozen larger baronies which owed the 
duke the service of ten to twenty knights each, the great mass of the 
baronies were no larger than Gere’s and owed the duke either a service of 
five knights, like the barony of Montreuil and Eehauffour, or even a 
smaller service. In the period of 150 years between 1025 and 1172, we 
must, of course, allow for the break-up and reconstitution of some of the 
Norman baronies; but, as there is no good reason to suppose that the 
majority of them were materially altered in either extent or character 
during that time, this later evidence, besides testifying to the size of the 
baronies, gives us a much-needed means of estimating roughly what 
number of fully-armed mounted knights could take the field when 
summoned for service by Richard II. And this is a matter of some 
importance, if we are to have any just idea of Norman conditions; for 
historians have often spoken, when describing Normandy, as if the Norman 
dukes could rely on several thousands of knights, whereas in all prob- 
ability in the middle of the eleventh century the number of fully-equipped 
knights existing in the duchy can hardly have exceeded twelve hundred. 
It is a further question how many of this total were really bound to render 
the duke service on expeditions outside the limits of the duchy. As 
already stated, in 1172 the duke only claimed to be entitled to the 
service of some 800 knights, though by that date his barons had sub- 
enfeoffed more than double that number of knights on their lands. It 
seems hardly probable that any of the earlier dukes could claim the 
service of a larger body; for if so, then, as the duchy grew more populous 
and more organised, the liability to find knights for offensive purposes 
must have been reduced, But this we can hardly believe; and it is 
altogether more reasonable to assume that the obligation to provide 
800 knights or thereabouts for the duke’s service was an arrangement 
made in quite early days and applied in the middle of the eleventh 
century as well as in the middle of the twelfth. On the other hand, we 
can hardly assume that the precise number of knights, twenty, fifteen, ten, 
five, and so on, due in 1172 from individual baronies, had been fixed for 
each by the end of Richard’s reign. Such fixed quotas might indeed have 
been agreed upon at any date; but in the case of the lay baronies their 
continuance unaltered over a long period of years seems hardly feasible, 
so long as inheritances were regarded as divisible among sons. The 
maintenance of fixed quotas of service seems in fact bound Up with the 
adoption of primogeniture as the rule of succession to land, and with the 
development of the doctrines that fiefs were indivisible and that younger 
sons, to share in the succession at all, must become under-tenants of the 
eldest son. Exactly when these customs were introduced, it is impossible 
to say. There are indications, however, that fixed quotas of service had 
been imposed on some of the ecclesiastical baronies by the middle of the 
eleventh century. 

Lastly, a few words may be hazarded about the peasantry and other 
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classes below the grade of knights. As in the rest of the feudal world, 
the general body of the peasantry in Normandy were tied to the soil and 
in return for their holdings were bound to labour on the demesnes of 
their lords and render them in addition many special dues and services. 
There were, however, it would seem, on Norman estates very few actual 
slaves who could be treated merely as chattels; and this has been held to 
differentiate Normandy from other French districts, as it certainly dis- 
tinguishes it from southern England. In Norman legal documents the 
ordinary term for a peasant tied to the soil is either v’lllamts , cmditionarms , 
or colonu.% but a considerable class, described as Jwspites, is also frequently 
referred to. It may be presumed from their name that this latter class, 
in theory at any rate, had originally not been tied to the soil in the same 
way as the mllani , but the evidence about them is too scanty to say to 
What extent it was still possible for them to move from one lordship to 
another. The real difference in Richard’s day may have been that, unlike 
the vittani , they were not bound to regular week-work, but only rendered 
the lord occasional services, like the sokemen or radmanni in England. 
Finally, above the hospites came the vavasmres or smaller freeholders. 
These men seem to have been bound to military service, like the knights; 
but most of them served in war-time on foot, not being individually 
wealthy enough to provide themselves with a knight’s full equipment. 
Groups of vavassors, however, might in some instances be jointly liable 
to provide a fully-armed knight to serve in the field for them. Lastly, 
there was a small class engaged in industry and commerce, for the Normans 
had inherited the trading spirit from their Norse ancestors. These men 
dwelt chiefly in the seven episcopal cities and in the duke’s burgus of 
Caen. Outside these eight towns there were as yet, so far as we can tell, 
no urban centres of any importance; such places as Lillebonne, Fecamp, 
Arques, Eu, Argentan, Falaise, Mortain, and other sites of castles, indeed 
had their markets, but these places still remained essentially rural in 
character and their inhabitants are not referred to as “burgemes.” 

Duke Richard II died in 1026, leaving two legitimate sons by his 
Breton wife Judith. The elder son, Richard III, only survived his father 
a year, dying, it is hinted, by poison. The younger son, Robert I, who 
must have been born about 1010 and who had been made titular Count 
of the Hiesmois, the district with Falaise for its centre, then succeeded 
and ruled as duke from 1027 to 1035. At first he was influenced by evil 
counsellors, and indulged in planning foolish schemes, such as a raid on 
England in the interest of his cousin, the exiled Aetheling Edward; but 
this was frustrated by a storm. Tradition also has it that he might have 
married the widowed Estrith, Knut’s semi-Swedish, semi-Danish half- 
sister, who must have been some ten years his senior, but he neglected 
Knut’s overtures. He began, however, as he grew older, to shew his 
family’s normal ability, and he quite came to the front in French politics 
in 1031, when he helped Henry I, the new King of France, to secure his 
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throne in despite of the Queen-mother and the Count of Blois, who 
wished to set him aside. In return for this service, King Henry is said 
to have ceded to Robert the mesne feudal suzerainty over the barons of 
the French Vexih, the district between the Epte and the Oise, which 
ecclesiastically was part of the diocese of Rouen; but in the end this grant ■ 
remained inoperative, being always ignored by the Counts of Mantes, who 
were determined to remain direct vassals of the French crown. Duke 
Robert, like his father, was as a rule well disposed to the reforming party 
in the Church, and is represented as placing much reliance on the counsels 
of Richard, the famous Abbot of St Vannes near Verdun, while Odilo, the 
fourth Abbot of Clunv, is found witnessing one of his charters. Robert 
too, in spite of his short career, was a builder of monasteries, being the 
founder of the abbey of St Vigor at Cerisy and also of the first Norman 
nunnery, which he placed at ManteviDiers near the month of the Seine. 
Cerisy and Mont-Saint-Michel, it should be noted, were as yet the only 
monasteries founded in the western half of Normandy; but whereas the 
famous Mount, lying on the very confines of Brittany, hardly extended 
its influence beyond the Avranehin, Cerisy, lying twelve miles west of 
Bayeux, was well placed for influencing both the Bessin and the Cotentin. 
Charters still in existence further shew that Robert’s liberality was not 
confined to his own foundations. Though they unfortunately add little 
to our knowledge of Norman institutions, they attest Robert’s interest in 
Fecamp, Mont-Saint-Michel, Saint-Ouen, Jumieges, and Saint- W andrille, 
as well as in the cathedrals of Rouen and Avranches. More important 
still, they reveal the fact that a desire to found monasteries was now 
beginning to arise among the greater Norman barons, and that the move- 
ment was encouraged by ducal approval. This is a most noticeable 
development and led to three non-dueal monasteries being founded, La 
Trinite-du-Mont at Rouen in 1030 by the vicomte of Arques, Preaux 
near Pontaudemer by Humphrey de Vetulis of Beaumont in 1034, and a 
third on the fief of Gilbert, Count of Brionne, by his knight Herluin. 
This last was shortly afterwards moved to Bee near Brionne, and in a 
very few years became one of the leading centres of piety and learning in 
northern France. An equally important event, but of a different kind, 
which also befell in Robert’s reign, was the founding of the first Norman 
principality in South Italy. Ever since 1016, bands of Normans had 
been taking a part in the conflicts between the Lombards and the Greeks 
and Saracens. The Greek armies, we are told, disappeared before them 
“as meat before devouring lions.” Consequently they were much prized 
as allies by the Princes of Salerno and other Italian barons. About 1030, 
however, they set up a petty state of their own at A versa just north of 
Naples, a small beginning, but one destined to have important conse- 
quences, like the founding of Bee. In these adventures Duke Robert 
took no' part personally, but in 1034 be determined to follow the example 
of Fulk Nerra of Anjou and see the world by making a pilgrimage to 
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Jerusalem. Pilgrimages to the Holy Land had at this date become quite 
common undertakings for French men ; but in Robert’s case it entailed a 
difficulty, for being still unmarried he had no direct heir who would 
automatically take his place if he did not return. He had, however, when 
only Count of the Hiesmois, formed an irregular union with a low-born 
maiden named Arlette, the daughter of Fulbert a tanner of Falaise, and 
had by her a son named William. For this bastard son, who was now 
about seven years of age, and for Arlette, Robert had a great affection, 
and he was determined that the boy should be his successor, especially as 
his legitimate heir, his sister’s son, was a Burgundian and even younger 
than William, while his own half-brothers, Malger and William, were 
both illegitimate. He therefore summoned a council and proposed to his 
barons that they should undertake to accept his bastard son, should 
misfortune befall him on his travels. This, it appears, they consented to 
do, though doubtless the proposal was distasteful to some of them. Where- 
upon four guardians of the duchy were chosen to conduct the government 
for the little William, should his father fail to return. The guardians 
selected were Gilbert, Count of Brionne, Osbern the duke’s seneschal, 
Thorold of Neufmarche, probably the duke’s constable, and Alan, Count 
of Rennes, the duke’s cousin. Approval for these arrangements was also 
obtained from the King of France as overlord of Normandy. As Duke 
Robert was only about 25 years old and in perfect health, it perhaps did 
not seem probable that the question of the succession would become of 
immediate importance. Robert’s journey, however, turned out to be an 
ill-fated one. He reached Jerusalem safely, but fell ill at Nieaea in Asia 
Minor, on his way home, and died there on 2 July 1035. 

As soon as Robert’s death was reported in Normandy, feudal turbulence 
broke out in most parts of the duchy. The young William was, it is true, 
proclaimed duke without demur, for the barons never anticipated that in 
a few years the bastard would become their unchallenged master, still 
less that their children would one day acclaim Arlette’s child as the 
Conqueror of England. What they looked forward to was the possibility 
of exploiting a long minority in their own interests. William’s guardians, 
it would appear, tried to do their duty to their ward; but how critical 
the times were can be seen from the fact that at least three of them came to 
violent ends, Osbern the seneschal being actually assassinated in William’s 
bed-chamber by a member of the house of Montgomery. It is by no 
means clear who took charge of William’s education after the deaths of 
his guardians. Some writers think that he became a ward of the King of 
France ; but it is equally probable that he was protected by the Archbishop 
of Rouen, who naturally desired to have control of the boy duke’s 
ecclesiastical powers and who was at the same time his most prominent 
kinsman. At the date of William’s accession to the dukedom the 
archbishopric was still held by his great-uncle Robert, who was also 
Count of fSvreux. But Robert died in 1037 and was succeeded in the 
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archbishopric by William’s uncle Malger. Mow it was under MalgerY 
auspices in 1049 that the “Truce of God” for limiting private war to 
three days in the week under pain of severe ecclesiastical penalties was 
first proclaimed in Normandy, a circumstance which at any rate shews 
that be busied himself with the suppression of feudal turbulence. And if 
he was active in that direction, the further inference that he took upon 
himself the protection and education of his nephew seems fairly justifiable. 
The promotion of MalgerY younger" brother William to he Count of 
Arques at this time also points the same way; and so does the appointment 
of Italf de Wacv to lead the duke’s men against Thurstan Goz, the 
vicovite of the Hiesmois, who had treacherously seized Falaise; for Half 
was a younger son of Archbishop Robert and Malger’s first cousin. Half 
de Wacy himself had rather an evil reputation; but a certain amount 
of calm nevertheless seems to have followed on his appointment, and it is 
interesting to note that three more baronial monasteries arose about this 
time, the first being founded at Conches by Roger de Toeni, standard- 
bearer of Normandy, the second at Lire by William the son of the murdered 
seneschal Osbern, and the third at Saint-Pierre-sur-Dives by Leseelina, 
Countess of Eu. It was also during this period that Robert, Abbot of 
Jumieges, was summoned to England by King Edward to become Bishop 
of London, and that Robert Guiscard left his village home at Hauteville 
near Coutances to seek his fortune in Apulia and become the founder of 
the principality which in due time grew into the kingdom of Sicily. It 
is not, however, till 1047, when Duke William had reached the age of 
twenty, that we really get any precise news about him personally. By 
that time it is clear that the more turbulent barons, especially those whose 
fiefs lay in the Bessin and the Cotentin, were beginning to be afraid of 
him, with the result that an organised movement was set on foot for 
getting rid of him on the ground of his bastard birth, and substituting 
in his place his Burgundian cousin Guy, who already had a footing in the 
duchy as lord of Brionne and Vernon. The leaders of this movement 
were Ralf of Briquessart and Nigel of Saint-Sauveur, who were respectively 
vkomtes of the Bessin and the Cotentin. They began operations by 
trying to capture William by treachery at Valognes. William, however, 
was warned in the nick of time; and making his escape rode right across 
Normandy to Poissy near Paris to ask for help from the King of France. 
King Henry was not unwilling to repay the service which he- had himself 
received in like circumstances from William’s father sixteen years before, 
and so William was enabled before long to take the field against the rebels 
at the head of a mixed force of Normans and Frenchmen with King 
Henry at his side. The rival forces met at Val-des-Dunes, a few miles east 
of Caen, and the day ended in a complete victory for the Bastard, who 
soon followed it up by taking Brionne and driving Guy of Burgundy out 
of Normandy. 

The victory of Val-des-Dunes marks William’s accession to power, and 
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a year later he still further enhanced his fame by leading a large band of 
Norman knights into Anjou to assist King Henry in an attack on Geoffrey 
Martel. On this expedition he shewed such daring in the field and such 
skill as a military leader that Geoffrey Martel himself declared that there 
could nowhere be found so good a knight as the Duke of Normandy. 

Having made such a successful debut, William was not the man to 
let the grass grow under his feet, but quickly set to work to make it 
clear to all who were in any way inclined to thwart him that he “reeked 
nought of them and that if they would live or would keep their lands or 
would be maintained in their rights they must will all that he willed. 1 ' 1 If 
not, whether kinsman or vassal, bishop or monk, rich or poor, he would 
sweep them from his path, sparing no man. The first to feel the 
weight of his wrath were his kinsmen, William Count of Mortain, Wil- 
liam Busae of Eu, and William Count of Arques. In turn they all chal- 
lenged the duke’s authority, and for their temerity were deprived of 
their estates and driven into exile, the first to Apulia, the second to 
Boulogne, and the third to the court of the French King. Shortly 
afterwards William also fell foul of Archbishop Malger. The quarrel 
arose primarily because William resented the attitude which the leaders 
of the Church had taken up in the matter of his marriage. As early as 
1048, William made overtures to the Count of Flanders, Baldwin V, for 
the hand of his daughter Matilda. The Count approved of the match, 
but on some obscure grounds the clergy objected to it, and bringing the 
matter before Pope Leo IN at the Council of Rheims in 1049, obtained 
a decree forbidding William and Matilda to marry. As soon, however, 
as William heard in 1053 that Pope Leo had been beaten and taken 
prisoner at Civitate, he set the Church’s ban at defiance, and boldly 
married Matilda in the minster at Eu. Malger, who was smarting over 
the outlawry of his brother the Count of Arques, thereupon excommu- 
nicated William, with the result that two years later he was himself 
deposed by a council summoned by William, on the charge that he 
was too worldly a prelate, while his see was bestowed on Maurilius, a 
monk of Fecamp. It was in the middle of this period of family strife 
in 1051 that William visited England and came back believing, as he 
afterwards declared, that he had received some sort of promise from his 
kinsman King Edward that he would be nominated by him as his suc- 
cessor. At the moment, of course, this promise could make no practical 
difference to William’s position. It was otherwise, however, with his 
marriage to Matilda; for the alliance with Flanders upset the balance of 
power in northern France and led Henry I to abandon the traditional 
friendship of the Capetian house towards the lords of Rouen and to take 
up the cause of William’s dispossessed kinsmen. This new policy led to 
two invasions of Normandy by French forces, but on both occasions 
Henry’s arms met with crushing defeats, in 1054 at Mortemer, not far 
from Ail male, and in 1058 at Varaville, near the mouth of the Dives. 
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These victories greatly increased William's confidence in himself, and 
turned his thoughts towards enlarging his dominions at the expense of 
his southern neighbours. Already in 1049 he had made a beginning by 
seizing the hill-town of Domfront and the surrounding district of the Pas- 
sais in the north-west corner of the comity of Maine and annexing them 
to Normandy; but in 1051 Geoffrey Martel had made further expansion in 
this direction difficult by driving Herbert, the young Count of Maine, out 
of his patrimony, and annexing his territories to Anjou. After the victory 
of Mortemer William advanced beyond Domfront another twelve miles 
into Maine and built a castle at Ambrieres in defiance of Geoffrey. 
This was a serious menace to Geoffrey of Mayenne, the leading baron of 
western Maine, who appealed to Geoffrey Martel for assistance; but 
their united efforts to demolish the fortress only led to the capture of 
Geoffrey of Mayenne, who, a little later, was forced to do homage to 
William for his lands in order to regain his freedom. In eastern Maine, 
however, where lay the see and castle of Le Mans and the chief 
demesnes of the count, Geoffrey Martel's position remained unaffected, 
and the most William could do was to prepare for the future by be- 
trothing his infant son Robert to Count Herbert's infant sister Margaret, 
with the understanding that Herbert’s right to Maine, if he died child- 
less, should pass to the heir of Normandy as Margaret’s destined husband. 
In 1060 both Henry of France and Geoffrey of Anjou died, and the way 
became open for Count Herbert to recover his patrimony. But in 1062 
Herbei't also died, whereupon William at once advanced down the valley 
of the Sarthe and occupied Le Mans in Margaret's name, in opposition 
to the wishes of the inhabitants, who rose in favour of Herbert's aunt 
Biota, the wife of Walter, Count of Mantes. A year later the little 
Margaret died before any marriage had taken place between her and 
Robert. The only excuse for holding Le Mans therefore vanished ; but 
William none the less determined to retain his prize and shortly after- 
wards himself assumed the title of Count of Maine. In normal times 
this step would have provoked strong opposition both from the King of 
France and the Count of Anjou; but Philip I, the new King of France, 
was at the time a minor, and in the guardianship of William’s father-in- 
law, the Count of Flanders, while the Angevin inheritance was in dispute 
between Geoffrey Martel’s two nephews. William accordingly in 1064 
had a free hand. His overlordship nevertheless was not really acceptable 
to either the clergy or the barons of Maine, who, if they must submit 
to a stranger, much preferred an Angevin master. In the long run, 
therefore, the acquisition of the overlordship over Maine, partly by force 
and partly by chicanery, brought William little real strength, though it 
undoubtedly increased his reputation for luck and cunning. Meantime 
on his eastern border William had also profited by the victory of 
Mortemer to compel the Count of Ponthieu to do him homage; and 
thus it came about that Harold was handed over to William and 
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became bis unwilling guest when he was wrecked in the count’s 
territory. 

By 1 065, then, William was a far more commanding Fren ch feudatory 
than he had been in 1047. Within his duchy also he had taken steps 
which greatly consolidated his authority. For example, he had fixed the 
quotas of military service for his barons and rigidly enforced the rule 
that no castle should be built without his leave; he had made his half- 
brothers, Robert and Odo, the sons of Arlette by a marriage with 
Herluin of Conteville, respectively Count of Mortain and Bishop of 
Bayeux, and had bestowed on each of them very extensive fiefs. He 
had also, in 1059, obtained a dispensation for his marriage from Pope 
Nicholas II on the condition that he and his wife should each build and 
endow a monastery. This reconciliation with the Church had been 
negotiated in Rome by the Italian Prior of Bee, Lanfrane of Pavia, who, 
in spite of his original opposition to William’s marriage, had become his 
closest friend and adviser. And this was very important, for Lanfrane 
was not only the finest teacher of his day and renowned for his suc- 
cessful disputations with the heretic Berengar, but was also a most subtle 
lawyer and a statesman of genius. Bom about 1008, he was some twenty 
years older than William; but, once they had made friends, the differ- 
ence of age and training was no bar to the completest sympathy arising 
between them, and so a relationship arose which was of the utmost value 
to William, as it put at his service one of the keenest and most practical 
intellects in Europe. At the same time, it must not be thought that either 
William’s reconciliation with the Papacy or his friendship for Lanfrane 
had made him in any way abandon the claims of his ancestors to be supreme 
over the Norman clergy. On the contrary, in 1065 there was hardly 
any continental Church so much under the control of the secular power 
as that of Normandy. Not only did the duke nominate all the Norman 
bishops and invest them with their privileges, but he was regularly 
present at the meetings of Church councils and no ecclesiastical decrees 
were issued without his sanction. His influence over the clergy, however, 
seems to have been almost wholly a good one. For just as he himself 
in his private life was an earnest and religious man and an exemplary 
husband, so in his public capacity, as protector of the Church, he took 
the greatest pains to foster discipline and piety among the parish priests, 
and saw to it that the prelates whom he selected were men of learning 
and character who would do their best to promote reforms and rebuke 
evil-doers. He also took an active part in broadening the range of 
monastic influence. In obedience to the Pope’s decree, he set himself 
about building two monasteries at Caen, one for men and the other for 
women, and he did his best further to improve discipline and learning 
in the older ducal abbeys. His example too was an incentive to several 
of his greater vassals, with the result that some six or seven baronial 
minsters were founded between 1050 and 1065. The chief of these were 



William 'prepares to invade England, 1066 497 

St Evroul and Cormeilles in the diocese of Lisieux, St Martin at Suez, 
and Troarn near Val-des-Dunes in the Bessin, the last two, it should be 
noted, both being founded by Roger of Montgomery. Normandy could 
therefore boast in 1065 of twenty-one monasteries for men, eight of 
which were in the patronage of the duke and thirteen in the patronage 
of the leading barons. There was, however, still no monastic foundation 
in the diocese of Coutances. 

The foregoing sketch of the development of Normandy and of Wil- 
liam’s career down to 1066 has been given in order to shew clearly the 
nature of the risks deliberately accepted by Harold when be seized the 
English crown. However confident he might be that he could deal with 
the Earls of Mercia and Northumbria— and he at once tried to conciliate 
them by marrying their sister Ealdgyth — Harold knew that his most 
dangerous rival was William and that it would be very difficult to come 
to terms with him. Nor did William long leave any one in doubt as to 
his intentions. As soon as he heard of Harold’s coronation, he sent 
messengers to England, reminding him of his oath and demanding his 
allegiance. At the same time he proclaimed to all the world that Harold 
was a usurper, and sent envoys' to Pope Alexander II denouncing Harold 
as a perjurer and asking for a blessing on his proposed invasion of 
England. To this appeal the Pope gave a favourable ear; for the Eng- 
lish Church in the eyes of the Curia was much in need of reform, and 
might well be brought by such an expedition more under papal authority. 
Alexander, therefore, by the advice of Archdeacon Hildebrand, sent 
William a consecrated banner as a token of his approbation, and thus 
gave the duke’s piratical adventure almost the character of a holy 
war. Pending the result of their negotiations, William summoned a 
council of his barons to meet at Lillebonne, and asked them to support 
his enterprise. It was only with difficulty that they were persuaded to 
help him. Feudal law gave the duke no right to call for their services 
out of France, and to most of them it seemed doubtful whether a suf- 
ficiently strong force could be got together for so great an undertaking, 
or, even if got together, whether it would be possible to build and man 
sufficient transports to carry it across the Channel. The first objection 
was met by asking for volunteers from outside Normandy and promising 
them a share in the plunder of England. And as for the second objec- 
tion, William would not listen to it for a moment, but ordered transports 
to be built in all parts of the duchy and stores of arms and provisions 
to be made ready by harvest time. In these deliberations the most 
active advocate of the duke’s project was his seneschal William Fitz 
Qsbern, who perhaps knew something of southern England at first hand, 
as his brother Osbern FitzOsbern already held an ecclesiastical post in 
Sussex, being Dean of Bosham, together with an estate in Cornwall 1 . 
The appeal for volunteers soon brought adventurous spirits from all 
1 Domesday i, 17 a. Boseham ; 121b. Stratone. 
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quarters to William’s standard. The largest number are said to have 
come from Brittany, led by Brian and Alan of Penthievre; but the 
number of Flemings was almost as great. There were also strong con- 
tingents from Artois and Picardy, while Eustace of Boulogne, who had 
a long-standing feud with the house of Godwin, offered his services in 
person. On the other hand very little help came from Maine or Anjou, 
and only a handful of knights from more distant parts, such as Cham- 
pagne, Poitou, or Apulia. One would fain know the total number of 
William’s host, but as usual the figures given by the chroniclers are 
merely rhetorical. Several considerations, however, strictly limit the pos- 
sible numbers. In the first place, we can be sure that the Norman con- 
tingents outnumbered the auxiliaries from other parts. But, as we have 
already seen, it is very unlikely that Normandy at this time could put more 
than 1200 knights into the field. Again, the Baveux poet Wace, who 
describes the expedition in great detail in Roman de Ron , a metrical 
chronicle written about 1172, states that his father had told him that 
the number of transports of all kinds was not quite seven hundred; and, 
as the Bayeux tapestry testifies, the largest of these were only open barges, 
with one square sail, not capable of holding more than a dozen horses, 
while the majority were still smaller and less capacious 1 . It seems then 
that the most plausible number we can assume for William’s army is 
somewhere round about 5000 men. Somewhere about 2000 of these were 
probably fully-equipped knights with trained horses, of whom about 1200 
hailed from Normandy and about 800 from other districts, while the 
remaining 3000 men would be made up by contingents of footmen and 
archers and the crews who manned the ships. In that age, however, even 
5000 men were an almost fabulously large force to collect and keep 
embodied for any length of time, nor were there any precedents for 
attempting to transport a large body of cavalry across the sea. No viking 
leaders had ever done that. Their fleets had only carried warriors, and 
their first operation after landing had always been to seize horses from 
the invaded territory. William’s knights, on the contrary, must have 
their own trained horses ; and so William had to provide for bringing 
over at least 2500 horses in addition to his men, and this too in small 
open boats which were unable to beat to windward; nor could he reckon 
on any docking accommodation, either for embarking or disembarking 
them. The mere crossing of the Channel, then, would be a remarkable 
and very novel feat; and if the weather turned stormy or the tide were 
missed, a very hazardous one. Nothing indeed brings out the duke’s 
prestige so plainly as the fact that he was able to persuade his followers 
to take so tremendous a risk. By harvest time, as arranged, his prepara- 
tions were fairly complete, and the contingents from western Normandy 

1 The reasonableness of Wace’s figure is strikingly illustrated by William of 
Malmesbury’s statement that in 1142 the Earl of Gloucester used 52 ships to trans- 
port some 300 knights from Cherbourg to Wareham. 



Harold defeats Harold Hardrada 499 

and Brittany lay ready with their transports at the month of the Dives 1 . 
There they remained windbound for four weeks, and it was only in the 
middle of September that they were able to move eastwards to Saint- Yalery 
in the estuary of the Somme and join the contingents from eastern Nor- 
mandy and Picardy. At Saint- Valery the invaders were about 60 miles as 
the crow flies from the Sussex coast, instead of about 105 miles as they 
would have been had they started from the Dives; but still there was no 
sign of a fair wind for England, and whispers began to spread that 
William’s luck had deserted him. 

Meantime, events were taking place in England which greatly 
improved William’s chances. All through the summer Harold had kept 
both men and ships in readiness on the south coast for William’s coming. 
But when September came the men insisted on going to their homes to 
see after the harvest. Scarcely, however, had they disbanded, when 
Harold received the unwelcome tidings that his exiled brother Tostig in 
alliance with Harold Hardrada, the great warrior-King of Norway, had 
entered the Humber with a large fleet and was threatening York. Harold 
at once got together his house-carls and such other men as he could lay 
hands on, and started to cover the 200 miles between London and York 
by forced marches to succour the Yorkshiremen. Before he reached 
Tadcaster, news arrived that the Earls Edwin and Morkere had been de- 
feated at Fulford outside York, that the city had submitted, and that 
the invaders had moved oft' eastwards to plunder Harold’s own manor 
of Catton by Stamford Bridge on the Derwent 2 . Harold accordingly 
marched past York and fell on the invaders by surprise. A long and 
desperate fight ensued, in which both Harold Hardrada and Tostig were 
killed, while only a remnant of their men survived to regain their ships 
and betake themselves home. This splendid victory was gained on 
Monday, 25 September, and at any other time would have made Harold’s 
position secure. Almost at the same time William at Saint-Valery, in total 
ignorance of what Harold was doing, was organising processions of relics 
to intercede for more favourable weather. In most years equinoctial gales 
might have been expected, but suddenly fate smiled upon him. The 
weather became fine, the wind veered round to the right quarter, and on 
Thursday, 28 September, he was able to embark all his men and horses. 
By nightfall all was ready, but he still had to wait for the tide. The 
actual start was not made till near midnight, William leading the way 
with a lantern at his mast-head in the Mora, a fast-sailing craft which 
had been specially fitted out for him by his wife. The probable intention 
was to land near Wincheisea in the great manor of Brede (Rameslie), 
which for over 40 years had been in the possession of the monks of 

1 William of Poitiers states that the whole armament was first assembled at the 
Dives. It would, however, have been senseless to bring 1 the eastern contingents so 
far west, only to lengthen the crossing. 

2 Domesday i, 305 a. Cattune. 
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Fecamp by the gift of Knut and Emma 1 . The wind and tide, however, 
carried the flotilla farther to the west, and in the morning William 
found himself off the small haven of Pevensey, with no obstacle to bar 
his entrance. Pevensey itself at this time was a small borough of 52 
burgesses 2 ; but they could only look on helplessly while William’s trans- 
ports were one by one beached and unloaded. Once safe ashore, no time 
was lost in moving eastwards to the larger borough of Hastings, where 
orders were immediately given for the building of a castle. 

On the news of William’s landing being brought to York, Harold at 
once rode south to London to collect fresh forces, leaving Edwin and 
Morkere to follow. Many of his best house-carls had fallen at Stamford 
Bridge, but a very powerful force of thegns could soon have been mustered 
from the shires south of the Welland and Avon if only Harold would 
have played a waiting game. He was, however, in no mood to remain on 
the defensive. He had just won a magnificent victory, and it seemed to 
him a cowardly plan merely to stand by and let the invaders overrun his 
native Sussex without hindrance. He therefore, after a few days’ halt, 
set out again, having with him only such levies as had hastily come in 
from the districts nearest London. Passing through the Weald, he led 
his forces towards Crowhurst and Whatlington, two villages lying north- 
west of Hastings 3 , which had formed part of his personal estates before 
he became Earl of Wessex, and on 13 October, the eve of St Calixtus, 
he encamped on an open ridge of down which lay midway between his 
two properties some six miles from the sea. Early next day William, 
eager to attack, marshalled his army near the high ground of Telhara, 
two miles away, and then advanced in three divisions having the Breton 
contingents, say 1000 men, on the left, the Flemings and Frenchmen, 
say 1000 men, oil the right, and the Normans, say 2400 men, in the 
centre. A slight valley intervened between the two armies, and across it 
William could see Harold’s forces posted in close formation several ranks 
deep along the crest of the ridge, having a front of perhaps 500 yards. 
The English in accordance with their national custom were all on foot, 
the house-carls and thegns being armed with two-handed axes and kite- 
shaped shields. Some of Harold’s men, however, were just peasants, armed 
only with javelins and stone-tipped clubs. The whole body probably out- 
numbered the invaders, but Harold knew that he was at a great disad- 
vantage in having very few archers, and no mounted troops to match 
William’s 2000 horsemen. He consequently gave his men orders to stand 
strictly on the defensive, and on no account to leave their position, which 
was one of advantage, as the enemy would have to attack up a fairly 

1 Domesday r, 17 a. Rameslie. Cf. also Haskins, EHR, Vol. xxxii (1918), 
p. 342. 

2 Domesday i, 20 b. Pevensel. 

3 Domesday i, 18 b. Crohest, Watlingetoue. 
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steep slope, whether in front or on the flanks 1 . William’s men, undeterred 
by that, came on steadily, the front ranks in each division being made up 
of archers and cross-bowmen, followed by lines of heavily -armed footmen 
( loi'icati ), while the knights brought up the rear. For some hours all 
attempts to storm the hill were in vain, and at one moment William had 
great difficulty in preventing the Bretons from retreating in a panic. At 
last, however, by the stratagem of a feigned flight on the right, a number 
of the English were induced to rush down the hill in pursuit, whereupon 
the Norman knights wheeled their horses round, and easily cut them to 
pieces. This gave the opening which William was looking for. Renewing 
the attack, slowly but surely the Norman knights pressed back the 
depleted English shield- wall, until at last Harold was mortally wounded 
by an arrow in his eye. For a space some leading thegns still held out 
round the king’s dragon standard; hut one by one they too were hewn 
down, so that by nightfall the English army was reduced to a mere 
leaderless rabble which scattered and fled into the woods. The disaster 
to Harold’s cause was complete. The deaths of his brothers, Earls Gyrth 
and Leofwin, together with the slaughter of so many leading men, made it 
impossible for the supporters of the house of Godwin in eastern Wessex 
to make another stand. Duke William, on the other hand, was too 
cautious to press on quickly; and it was not till five days after his 
victory that he set out from Hastings to get possession of Canterbury, 
moving by Romney and Dover. Meantime, in London, the leaders of the 
English Church, headed by Stigand, acting in co-operation with the chief 
landowners of the Midlands and the Eastern counties under the guidance 
of Aesgar the Staller, the leading magnate in Essex, declared for setting 
Edgar the Aetheling on the throne. In this decision Edwin and Morkere 
outwardly acquiesced; but secretly the two earls were intriguing to 
prevent the crowning of the young prince — he was hardly yet seventeen, 
it would seem — and they soon retired to their estates without summoning 
their men to fight for him. Once more it was clearly shewn that the 
English race had as yet developed no true national feeling. Perhaps 
what the earls hoped for was a partition of the kingdom between 
themselves and William, the duke contenting himself with Wessex, 
While still at Canterbury, the news was brought to William that Queen 
Edith and the men of Winchester were prepared to recognise him. This 
made it safer for him to advance on London ; but before actually attack- 
ing the city, he thought it more politic to secure as strong a foothold 
as possible south of the Thames. He therefore marched past Southwark 
and Kingston and up the Thames valley, harrying a wide belt of country, 
until he came to the borough of W allingford, at that time the chief 
place in Berkshire. Crossing the Thames at this point, he doubled back 
eastwards to Berkhampstead in Hertfordshire, so as to threaten London 
1 Freeman’s view, that the English line was protected by a palisade, has been 
strenuously contested by Mr Round, and seems quite untenable. 
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from the north-west and cut it off from possible succour from the Mid- 
lands. As Edwin and Morkere still remained inactive, the magnates 
in London decided that armed resistance was hopeless. They accordingly 
went to meet William, and made their submission, the king-elect, Edgar 
the Aetheling, being one of the party. The Norman forces thereupon 
advanced unopposed to London; and on Christmas Day 1066 William, 
like Harold only a year beforej was hallowed King of the English in 
Edward’s new church at Westminster by Ealdred the Archbishop of 
York, Stigand of Canterbury’s services being refused, on the ground 
that he had received his pallium from an anti -Pope. 

When once William had been crowned with the traditional rites, his 
attitude towards those who had submitted to him necessarily changed 
from that of an invader bent on promoting terror and havoc to that of a 
lawful sovereign anxious to stand well in the eyes of his new subjects and 
eager to give them as good peace as he had already given to Normandy. 
Nevertheless, William was faced with a dilemma; for he could not safely 
allow his new dominions to remain without a Norman garrison, or risk 
offending the soldiery to whom he owed his triumph by disappointing 
them of their promised rewards. To feel secure he had to allot extensive 
estates to his chief followers, which they, in their turn, could deal out 
to their retainers, and also build castles up and down the land for their 
protection. As he surveyed his position, however, after the coronation, 
William might well think that he had gained sufficient territory to reward 
his men lavishly. The area acknowledging his authority was already 
much larger than Normandy, and it included a considerable proportion of 
the most fertile and best populated parts of the country. It comprised, 
moreover, the estates of nearly all those who had actually fought against 
him, including a large proportion of the estates of the house of Godwin; 
and all these he could legitimately regard as confiscated for treason and 
available for distribution. The areas, too, which had not as yet actively 
opposed him, such as West Wessex, North Mercia, and Northumbria, 
might well submit voluntarily if given more time. He therefore decided 
to adopt a waiting policy, and to direct his immediate efforts to organising 
the south-eastern half of the country, giving out at the same time that 
the English laws and customs would be maintained, and that even those 
who had helped to set up Edgar the Aetheling might make their peace 
by paying suitable fines and providing hostages. In Essex and East 
Anglia there was really little doubt that leniency would be the best policy, 
as William knew that several of the leading landowners, such as the 
Bishop of London, the Abbot of Bury St Edmunds, Half the Staller, and 
Robert son of Wimare, were definitely on his side, being men of French 
extraction who had been installed and promoted by King Edward. The 
policy of waiting, however, quickly bore fruit in the Midlands as well, 
and before long many of the leading Mercians, headed by Edwin and 
Morkere, betook themselves to William’s court at Barking and did him 
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homage. The two earls, in fact, as they had not fought against William, 
were well received and confirmed in all their possessions on the condition 
that they remained in his company. Meanwhile castle-building and the 
assignment of confiscated lands to Normans were pressed on steadily, and 
by March William felt himself sufficiently secure to risk a visit to 
Normandy, for the double purpose of making a triumphal progress 
through the duchy and of impressing his continental neighbours. To 
grace his triumph he took with him Edgar the Aetheling, Archbishop 
Stigand, Earl Edwin, Earl Morkere, Earl Waltheof, and many other 
leading Englishmen, and also a great quantity of gold and silver and 
plate and jewels, seized from the conquered districts, for distribution as 
a thank-offering among the churches of Normandy. In England he left 
the direction of affairs in the hands of his half-brother, Odo, Bishop of 
Bayeux, and of his seneschal William Fitz Osborn, the former having his 
head-quarters in Kent and Essex, and the latter apparently in Hampshire 
and the Isle of Wight, together with the custody of more distant strong- 
holds in Gloucestershire and Herefordshire. For eight months these two 
governed as joint-regents; and if they did not foster, at any rate they did 
little to repress, the -rapacity and licence of the rank and file of the 
intending settlers. No serious risings of the English, however, occurred, 
the only disturbance of note being an unsuccessful attempt made by 
Eustace of Boulogne, helped by the men of Kent, to oust Odo of Bayeux 
from Dover, a stronghold which the count claimed ought to have been 
entrusted to him and not to the bishop. 

In December 1067 William returned from Normandy, and soon 
realised that the remoter shires were not going to submit to his authority 
without compulsion. To begin with, Harold’s mother, Gytha, was still 
holding out in western Wessex; and though the men of Somerset had 
apparently by this time deserted her cause, it required a march by 
William in person to Exeter, and an eighteen days’ siege of the borough, 
before the men of Devon and Cornwall would come to terms with him. 
Then, soon after Whitsuntide 1068, came the news that Edwin and 
Morkere, disgusted at the slights put upon them, had broken into revolt, 
that Edgar the Aetheling with his sisters had set out for the north, and 
that Gospatrie, who had been recognised by William as Earl of Bernieia, 
was inclined to set Edgar up as king. William, thus challenged, at once 
inarched his forces into Yorkshire. The rapidity of his movements and 
the prompt building of castles at Warwick, Nottingham, and York, 
quickly cowed Edwin and Morkere into renewing their allegiance; but 
Edgar and Gospatrie took refuge at the court of Malcolm Canmore, the 
King of Scots (1054-1092), who received them honourably. William 
himself did not go beyond York, but turned south again, and spent the 
autumn in erecting castles at Lincoln, Huntingdon, and Cambridge. 
Being determined, however, to get a footing in the north, he offered the 
earldom of Bernieia to one of his Flemish followers, Robert of Commines, 
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and sent him early in 1069 with a force of 500 horsemen to Durham. 
This move ended in disaster, for the Northumbrians at once rose and 
massacred Com mines and his men; whereupon Edgar, helped by Earl 
Walfheof, reappeared in Yorkshire and laid siege to William’s forces in 
York. Once more William hastened to York and gave orders for a second 
castle to be built there. But even so the Yorkshiremen were only tem- 
porarily quelled, and soon took heart again on hearing that S vein Estrith- 
son of Denmark was at last fitting out an army to enforce his claim to 
the English crown as Knut’s heir. The Danish expedition set out in 
August 1068, and after ineffective attacks on Kent and East Anglia, 
joined forces with Edgar the Aetheling in the Humber. The fall of York 
followed towards the end of September, Waltheof taking a prominent 
part in the attack. For a moment the situation looked serious; for a 
revolt was also in progress in Shropshire and Staffordshire led by a thegn 
named Eadric the Wild, while only a month or two earlier some of 
Harold’s illegitimate sons, sailing from Dublin, had effected a landing 
near Barnstaple in Devon. There was, however, no real co-operation 
between William’s enemies, and the crisis soon passed away. Leaving the 
Bishop of Coutanees and Brian of Penthievre to deal with the danger in 
the south, William himself marched upon Stafford, scattering the rebels 
before him, and then into Yorkshire, at the same time sending detachments 
into Lindsey under the Counts of Mortain and Eu. South of the Humber 
these leaders were successful in capturing several parties of Danes, but 
William himself was held up at the river Aire by floods for over three 
weeks. His mere proximity, however, demoralised the Danes; and when 
at last he renewed his advance, he found that the main body had evacuated 
York and retreated to their ships. The way was thus cleared for William 
to punish the Yorkshiremen. Thrice they had defied him, and he was 
determined that it should never occur again. He therefore gave orders 
that the country from the Humber to the Tyne should be systematically 
devastated. For several weeks the cruel work went on, the villages one 
after the other being burnt, while the inhabitants and cattle were either 
killed or driven away. As a result, the whole of the diocese of York, 
stretching from the North Sea to the Irish Channel, became so depopulated 
that even twenty years later the greater part of it still remained an 
uncultivated waste. Nothing in William’s career has so blackened his 
reputation as this barbarous action; but it led quickly to Gospatrie and 
Waltheof’s submission, and at any rate freed the Normans from all further 
danger. In 1070 Cheshire and Shropshire were both overcome without 
any serious fighting, and by March William was back at Salisbury and 
able to disband his forces. After that, only one more rising of the English 
is reported. This was led by Hereward, a petty Lincolnshire landowner, 
and was no more than a forlorn hope, provoked by the arrival of the 
Danish fleet in the fenlands surrounding Ely. The Danes indeed effected 
little beyond the sack of Peterborough, but Hereward held out in the 
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Isle of Ely for over a year. The fall of his stronghold marks the completion 
of the Conquest. By the close of 1071, William was in full possession of 
every English shire; Earl Edwin was dead, Earl Morkere a prisoner, and 
Edgar the Aetheling was once more a fugitive in Scotland. 

Having followed in outline the five years’ struggle by which William 
gradually obtained full mastery over his kingdom, it is time to turn to 
the measures which he took for its reorganisation and government. At 
the outset, as we have seen, it was by no means his intention to make 
many sweeping changes. He claimed to be Edward’s lawful heir, and 
from the first he gave out that it was his will that “all men should have 
and hold Edward’s law.” Such surviving writs and charters as date from 
the years 1067 and 1068 shew that at first he acted partly through 
Englishmen, while to some extent he even seems to have employed the 
English local levies in his military operations. The prolonged resistance, 
however, which he encountered in so many districts, inevitably led the 
Conqueror to change this policy, and gave him an excuse for treating all 
the greater English laymen as suspected, if not active, rebels and for 
confiscating their estates. He thus by degrees seized nearly all the best 
land, with the exception of the broad estates owned by the Church and 
the monasteries, and was able to reward His leading fighting-men not 
merely handsomely, but with fiefs often ten or even twenty times as 
valuable as the lands they possessed across the Channel. And even so 
he by no means exhausted the land at his disposal, but was able to retain 
for himself far more and far better distributed crown -lands than had 
been enjoyed by any English king before him. He was able further to 
set aside a sufficient amount of land to provide wages or maintenance 
for some hundreds of minor officials and domestic retainers, such as 
chaplains, clerks, physicians, chamberlains, cooks, barbers, bailiffs, foresters, 
falconers, huntsmen, and so forth, whom he employed about his person 
or on his wide-spread estates, or whose past services had entitled them to 
either pensions or charity. 

The process by which the conquered land was parcelled out into fiefs 
for William’s fighting-men can unfortunately only be surmised; for no 
documents have survived, if any ever existed, recording his grants or the 
terms on which they were made. The outcome of the process on the other 
hand is very completely set before us, as the resulting fiefs, or “baronies” 
to use the technical French term which now came into use, are all described 
in minute detail in the “book of Winchester,” the unique land-register, 
soon nicknamed “Domesdei,” which the Conqueror ordered to be drawn 
up in 1086. This wonderful survey, which we know as Domesday Book, 
covers the whole kingdom with the exception of the four northern counties 
and a few towns, London and Winchester being unfortunately among the 
omissions. Internal evidence shews that the survey was made by sending 
several bands of commissioners on circuit through the shires, who convened 
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the shire-moots and got the information they required from local juries, 
containing both Normans and Englishmen, drawn from each hundred. 
The resulting returns, which are set out in Domesday Book county by 
county and fief by fief, are clearly answers to a definite schedule of questions 
which were put to the juries, and which were designed to elicit how many 
distinct properties, or “manors” as the Normans termed them, there were 
in each hundred, by whom they had formerly been held in King Edward’s 
day, and to whom they had been allotted, how far they were sufficiently 
stocked with peasantry and plough-oxen, and what was estimated to be 
their annual value to their possessors, both before the Conquest and at 
the date when the survey was made. 

Particulars were also called for, which enable us to ascertain the 
categories into which the peasantry were divided, the distribution of wood, 
meadow, and pasture, and the amount of taxation to which each manor 
was liable in the event of the king levying a Danegeld. Unfortunately 
the clerks who compiled the record in its final shape at Winchester, and 
re-aiTanged the returns by fiefs instead of as originally by hundreds and 
villages, were not directed to summarise the information collected about 
each fief; and so the survey contains no totals either of area or value for 
the different fiefs by which they can be conveniently compared and 
contrasted one with another. With patience, however, such totals can be 
approximately worked out, and sufficiently accurate statistics compiled 
to shew relatively how much of England William reserved for himself 
and his personal dependants, how much he left in the hands of the prelates 
and monastic houses, and how much he assigned to the various lay 
baronies which he created to reward the soldiery by whose help he had 
effected the Conquest. In making such calculations, however, it is not so 
much the acreage or extent of any given fief which it is important to find 
out as its total annual value. Any wide-spread estate, of course, gave 
importance to its possessor from a political point of view; but in the 
eleventh century, just as to-day, acreage was only of subsidiary importance, 
and the effective power of most of the landed magnates at bottom depended, 
not on the area but on the fertility arid populousness of their manors 
and on the revenue which could be obtained from them either in money or 
in kind. It is in fact as often as not misleading to count up the number 
of the manors on different fiefs, as some commentators on Domesday Book 
have done, and contrast, for example, the seven hundred and ninety-three 
manors allotted to the Count of Mortain with the four hundred and 
thirty -nine manors allotted to the Bishop of Bayeux, or both with, say, 
the hundred and sixty-two manors allotted to William Peverel. For 
“manors” or holdings were of every conceivable extent and variety, just 
as estates are to-day, and might vary from petty farms worth only a few 
shillings a year, in the currency of those times, to lordly complexes of land 
stretching over dozens of villages and worth not infrequently as much as 
i?100 a year or more. Even neighbouring manors of similar acreage 
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might vary enormously in value in proportion as they were well or badly 
stocked with husbandmen and cattle; while in some parts of England 
whole districts remained throughout William’s reign so badly devastated 
that to own them was far more of a liability than an advantage, in view 
of the large expendi ture required for reinstatement. 

To take a leading example, Hugh, the Vicomte of Avranches, was 
allotted almost the whole of Cheshire with the title of Earl, a wide 
territory which in later centuries gave considerable importance to his 
successors; but in Hugh’s day (1071-1101) the revenue which could be 
derived from all the manors in Cheshire put together was estimated to be 
little more than £2Q0 a year. In Middlesex on the other hand the single 
manor of Isleworth was estimated to be worth £72 a year in 1086 and 
the manors of Fulham and Harrow £40 and £56 a year respectively; 
nor were manors such as these by any means the most valuable which 
then existed in fertile and populous parts of England. It seems clear 
then that the Vicomte of Avranches did not derive his undoubted 
importance and power in England so much from his Cheshire estates, in 
spite of their extent, as from other far better stocked manors which 
William allotted to him in Lincolnshire (£272), Suffolk (£115), Oxford- 
shire (£70), and elsewhere, which were together worth over £ 700 a year, 
and without which he and his retainers could hardly have supported 
the expense of defending the inarches of Cheshire against the tribesmen 
of North Wales. 

Let us take then the estimated annual value put upon the various 
manors and estates by the Domesday juries in 1086 as the most illuminating 
basis of calculation open to us. If this is done, it will be found, after 
a reasonable allowance has been made for ambiguous entries and entries 
where the value has been inadvertently omitted by the scribes who wrote 
out the final revision, that the total revenue in the money of the period 
of the rural properties dealt with in the survey, but exclusive of the 
revenue arising from the towns, may be thought of in round figures as 
about £73,000 a year. 

To this total the ten shires of Wessex south of the Thames con- 
tributed about £32,000, the three East Anglian shires about £12,950, 
the eight West Mercian shires about £11,000, the .seven shires of the 
Southern Danelaw lying between the Thames and the Welland about 
£9400, the northern Danelaw between the Welland and the Humber 
about £6450, and finally the devastated lands of Yorkshire and Lanca- 
shire about £1200. If it were possible to ascertain the corresponding 
values at the date when the estates first came into the hands of their new 
owners, the figures would in each case be much smaller; but though there 
are some returns in Domesday which give the values “ when the lands were 
received,” these are far too fragmentary to furnish the data necessary for 
calculating such general totals. To make up totals from averages is all 
that could be done for the earlier date, which would be unsatisfactory; 
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and, after all, the values for 1086 are perhaps more to our purpose, as they 
indicate better the potentialities of income to which the new landowners 
could look forward in 1070, however much for the moment the country- 
side had been impoverished by the fighting in the previous four years. 

Reckoning then that the income from land which the Conqueror had 
at his disposal, exclusive of the rents and other profits of the boroughs, 
was potentially about ^73,000 a year, Domesday Book, when further 
analysed, shews that the distribution of this sum resulting from the king’s 
grants for the five main purposes for which he had to provide was roughly 
as follows: (a) £?17,650 a year for the support of the Crown and royal 
house, including in that category himself, his queen, his two half-brothers, 
and King Edward’s widow; (b) £?1800 a year for the remuneration of his 
minor officials and personal servants, later known as the King’s Serjeants; 

(c) £?1 9,200 a year for the support of the Church and monastic bodies; 

(d) <£*4000 a year for the maintenance of some dozen pre-Conquest land- 
owners and their men, such as Ralf the Staller, Robert son of Wimarc, 
Alured of Marlborough, Colswegen of Lincoln, and Thurkil of Arden, who 
for one reason or another had retained his favour; and (e) £80,250 a year 
for the provision of some 170 baronies, some great and some small, for the 
leading captains, Norman, French, Breton, and Flemish, and their retainers, 
who had risked their lives and fortunes in the great adventure of 
conquering England. 

The figures just given, though of course they only claim to be approxi- 
mately accurate, are of great interest, revealing as they do that William 
retained nearly a quarter of the income of the kingdom from land for 
the use of the royal house, and that he assigned little more than two-fifths 
of the total for rewarding the chiefs of the great families who had fought 
for him, and their military and other followers. Even if the two fiefs, 
worth together about £5050 a year, which William assigned to his half- 
brothers, the Bishop of Bayeux and the Count of Mortain, be reckoned 
to the share of the baronage rather than to the share of the Crown, the 
income allotted for baronial fiefs must still be thought of as considerably 
less than half the total income of the estates in the kingdom. With these 
two fiefs deducted, the share of the Crown may be thought of as about 
£?12,60Q a year; but as some £1 600 a year of this was assigned to Queen 
Edith and her retainers for her life, William and Matilda’s potential 
income from their manors before 1076 was roughly ,£11,000 a year. Even 
this smaller figure is about twice the amount of the Crown’s revenue in 
King Edward’s day as estimated by the Domesday juries. The estates, too, 
retained by the Conqueror for the Crown were more evenly distributed 
over the kingdom than Edward’s estates had been, so that the power of 
the Crown in many districts was much increased. In the last years of his 
reign Edward had possessed no manors in Middlesex, Hertfordshire, 
Essex, Lincolnshire, Rutland, Cheshire, or Cornwall, and comparatively 
few in Norfolk, Suffolk, and Yorkshire. As arranged by William, the 
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Crown had a substantial share everywhere except in Sussex and in the 
three counties along the Welsh border, in which districts he parted with 
all the old Crown manors and erected marcher fiefs of a special kind, 
apparently for military reasons. The ultimate increase in the revenue of 
the Crown from land was not, however, solely due to a retention of a larger 
number of manors for the royal use, but arose partly from raising the 
rents at which the manors were let to farm to the sheriff's and other reeves, 
who took charge of them as speculative ventures and recouped themselves 
in their turn by raising the dues and increasing the services exacted from 
the cultivating peasantry. To what extent these augmented rents were 
justifiable or oppressive we cannot tell; but Domesday often records a 
thirty, and sometimes a fifty, per cent, rise above the estimated values of 
King Edward’s day, and in not a few instances the remark is added that 
the cultivators could not bear these increased burdens. 

Turning from the Crown to the Church, let us next analyse the revenue 
of about 06 * 19,200 a year set aside for the support of the various classes of 
the clergy. This substantial sum is made up of four items as follows: 

(a) £8000 a year assigned for the maintenance of the secular clergy, that 
is to say of the fifteen bishoprics and of the houses of secular canons, some 
thirty in number, but exclusive of the endowments of the parochial clergy ; 

(b) £9200 a year appropriated to some forty monasteries for men ; (e) £1200 
a year appropriated to some ten nunneries; and (d) ,£800 a year appro- 
priated, by the gift of either Edward or William, to Norman and other 
foreign monasteries. 

In one sense of course very little of this revenue can be said to have 
been assigned to the Church by William, for the greater proportion of 
the manors which produced it had long been devoted to religious purposes. 
The Conqueror, however, as a matter of policy acted on the principle that 
not even the oldest grants to the Church were valid until he had re-con- 
firmed them. As a result, the Church suffered not a few losses; but she 
was at the same time recouped by many new grants of great value, and 
on the whole gained considerably. In particular, the poorly-endowed sees 
of the Danelaw acquired a great increase of temporalities. In some cases, 
however, such new acquisitions seem to have been purchased. The see of 
Canterbury, as might be expected, enjoyed the wealthiest fief, with a 
revenue of about £17 50 a year, the see of Winchester coming second with 
a revenue of over £1000 a year. In general, however, the greater monas- 
teries controlled more valuable fiefs than the lesser bishops. The; seven 
richest houses, that is to say, Glastonbury (£840), Ely (£790), St Edmund’s 
Bury (£655), the old Minster at Winchester (£640), Christchurch at 
Canterbury (£635), St Augustine’s (£635), and Westminster (£600), were 
assigned between them a revenue of nearly £4800 a year, whereas the ten 
poorer bishoprics had less than £3000 a year between them. The see of 
Selsey for example had even in 1086 only a revenue of £138 a year, and 
the see of Chester even less. It is true the secular clergy had other sources 
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of revenue besides their manorial incomes; but none the less it remains one 
of the most outstanding features of the society of the day that the monks 
and nuns, who can hardly have numbered all told a thousand individuals, 
should have had control of so large a share of the rental of England. 

Having provided for himself, his half-brothers, his personal servants, 
and the Church, William still had an income of over £34,000 a year from 
land at his disposal. Some £4000 of this, as already noted, was either 
restored to or bestowed on favoured Englishmen and their retainers; but 
these doles were on too small a scale to affect the general character of the 
Conquest settlement, and so they need not detain us. It is, however, in- 
teresting to observe that Archbishop Stigand occupies an important place 
in this category ; for he appears in Domesday as holding a personal barony 
worth some £800 a year in addition to his immense Church preferments, 
and so as a landowner he ranks with the wealthiest of the barons. Let us 
pass on then and consider the general body of the military fiefs, the 
“ baronies w or “honours'” as the Normans termed them, which were created 
to reward the invading armies, and which form one of the corner-stones of 
the English social system for some three centuries. It is here that the 
Domesday evidence is particularly welcome, the evidence of the historical 
writers being for the most part vague, and limited to too few fiefs to give a 
true picture. Domesday on the other hand enables us to analyse and 
compare all the fiefs, and shews that there were at least one hundred and 
seventy baronies, without counting as such the petty fiefs held directly of 
the Crown with incomes of less than <£10 a year, which were also numerous 
but only of subsidiary importance. 

As with the “manors,'” the first thing to note about the “baronies'” 
is that they were of many different types and varied not only in size and 
value, but in compactness and to some extent in the conditions of tenure 
under which they held. What a contrast one barony might be to another 
can best be seen from the fact that the list of baronies comprises fiefs of 
all grades, starting from quite modest estates producing incomes of only 
<£15 a year or less and gradually advancing in stateliness up to two 
princely fiefs with revenues of about £17 50 a year each. Another cha- 
racteristic is that there were no well-marked groups in the list corre- 
sponding to definite grades of rank ; nor is there any indication that the 
Conqueror distributed his rewards in accordance with any pre-arranged 
scheme. A clear idea of the nature of his distribution, however, can only 
be gained by attempting some classification; and so it will be well to 
divide the baronies arbitrarily into the five following groups: Class A, 
containing baronies valued at over £750 a year each ; Class B, contain- 
ing baronies having revenues between £650 and £400 a year; Class C, 
containing baronies having revenues between £400 and £200 a year; 
Class D, containing baronies with revenues between ££Q0 and £100 a 
year; and Class E, containing baronies valued at less than £100 a year. 
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Working on these lines, Domesday enables us to say that in Class A 
there were eight baronies, having an aggregate of about £9000 a year; in 
Class B ten baronies, with revenues aggregating about £5000 a year; in 
Class C twenty-four, with revenues aggregating about £7000 a year; 
in Class D thirty-six ; and in Class E between ninety and one hundred. 
The two wealthiest baronies were those assigned to William Fitz Osbern 
and Roger of Montgomery; and next in order came the fiefs allotted 
respectively to William of Warenne, Hugh of Avranches, Eustace of 
Boulogne, Richard of Clare, Geoffrey Bishop of Coutances, and Geoffrey 
de Mandeville. In Class B the richest fief was that assigned to Robert 
Malet, and several other famous names figure in it, such as Ferrers, 
Bigod, Giffard, Braiose, Crispin, and Taillebois ; but it is not till Class C 
is reached that we come to the equally famous names of Peverel, Lacv, 
Montfort, Toeni, Mortimer, and Vere, and only at the very bottom of 
Class C that we find Beaumont and Beauchamp. It remains to be said 
that if we insert the English survivors into these classes, Half the Staller 
and Stigand take rank in Class A, Earl Waltheof in Class B, and Robert 
son of Wimarc in Class C. Similarly as regards the bishoprics. The sees 
of Canterbury and Winchester, both be it noted held by Stigand, are the 
only sees which rank in wealth with the first class of baronies. The 
sees of London (=£*615), Dorchester (£600), Salisbury (£600), Worcester 
(<£•480) , and Thetford (£42 0) rank with the second class ; the sees of Exeter 
(<£360), Wells (£325), York (<£*370), Hereford (£>280), Rochester (£220), 
and Durham (=£205) with the third, Chichester (£138) with the fourth, 
and Chester (£85) with the fifth. York and Durham, however, are not 
fully accounted for in Domesday, and so possibly these sees should be 
reckoned as baronies of the second class. 

The spoils of victory being thus parcelled out, we must next inquire 
under what conditions of tenure the baronies were held. On this point 
the Domesday survey is unfortunately silent, no questions as to tenure 
being put to the hundred juries, and so we have to fall back on infer- 
ences drawn from the conditions of tenure found in force in England a 
generation or two later, supplemented by the few vague hints which can 
be gleaned here and there from monastic chronicles. There can, however, 
be hardly any doubt that William from the outset insisted that the 
baronies should be held on the same conditions of tenure as the baronies 
in Normandy, nor can the barons themselves have desired to hold by any 
tenure other than the one they were accustomed to and understood. This 
means that the English methods of land-tenure were not adopted, and 
that the barons obtained their fiefs on the four conditions of (a) doing 
homage to the king and swearing fealty, (b) providing definite quotas 
of fully-equipped knights, if summoned, to serve in the king’s army for 
40 days in the year at their own cost, (c) attending the king’s court 
when summoned to give advice and assist the king in deciding causes, 
and (d) aiding the king with money on the happening of certain events. 
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If these obligations were not sufficiently performed, it was recognised that 
the baronies were liable to be forfeited. As to the rules of succession, it was 
recognised that no baron had any power to dispose of his barony or any 
part of it by will. If a baron died leaving no heirs, the barony escheated, 
that is, fell back to the Crown. If there were male heirs it descended to 
them, subj eet to the payment of a relief to the Crown ; but already there 
was a tendency for the king to claim that fiefs were indivisible and to insist 
on enforcing a rule of primogeniture. If there were only female heirs, the 
fief was partitioned amongst them provided the king did not interfere. If 
the heirs were minors, the king had the right of guardianship, and in 
the case of female heirs the right of bestowing them in marriage. A 
further question, about which there has been a good deal of discussion, 
is how were the quotas of knights to be provided fixed for each barony. 
There has been a tendency to suppose that the number of knights de- 
manded must have borne some fixed relation either to the size or to the 
value of the barony. All the evidence, however, tends to prove that in 
this matter there was much caprice and no uniformity, and it seems 
probable that the king was able to fix the amount of military service 
arbitrarily when the baronies were created, and perhaps solely in accord- 
ance with his personal estimation of the merits of the various barons. As a 
result the quotas which he imposed, the servitium debitum as it was called, 
were for most baronies a round number of knights — 5, 10, 15, 20, 40, 
60, and so on, the feudal armies being organised on a basis of consta- 
bularies of ten knights. Quotas of forty or more knights were imposed 
on most of the baronies having revenues of over £200 a year; quotas 
of between twenty and forty knights on most of the baronies having 
revenues of between i?$00 and i?100 a year. It appears, however, that 
several of the poorer baronies had to find comparatively large quotas, 
and on the whole the burden of knights 1 service was lightest for the 
richer baronies. It is certainly curious that William was satisfied with 
such small quotas, for the system is only designed to produce a force of 
some 4200 knights. He made up his mounted force, however, to 5000 
knights by imposing tenure by knights’ service on all the bishoprics and 
on a number of the richer abbeys, and lie evidently regarded these selected 
ecclesiastical fiefs in many respects as baronies. One more matter re- 
quires elucidation. It is commonly supposed that there was a castle at 
the head of each barony, but at any rate in William’s day this was not 
the case. It is true that William himself ordered many castles to be 
built, but these were on his own estates; it is also true that many castles 
were erected by William Fitz Osbern, Roger of Montgomery, and Hugh 
of Avranches, the three barons with special powers put in charge of the 
Welsh marches; but elsewhere William insisted that no castles should be 
built without his licence. A small number of barons only were accorded 
this special mark of favour, and those who obtained it were not always 
the barons with the largest fiefs. Most of the barons, it would seem, far 
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from having castles of their own, were saddled on the contrary with, the 
obligation of finding garrisons for the royal castles, a service that came 
to be known as “ castle-guard.” 

Having set out the baronies and defined their military liabilities and 
conditions of tenure, William to all appearances left each baron full 
discretion to deal with his barony as he liked. The various manors com- 
posing it were handed over as going concerns with the peasantry living 
upon them, and each baron selected for himself which manors he would 
keep as demesnes for himself and which he would sub-enfeof. The king 
did not even insist that enough knights should be enfeoffed to perform 
the servitium debitum of the barony. If the barons preferred it, they 
had full liberty to farm out their lands to non-military tenants, who 
held not by knights’ service but by the tenure known as “socage,” that 
is to say, by the payment of rents in kind or in money, together with 
some light agricultural services. It thus came about that, though the 
baronies in their entirety were held by knights’ service, only a portion 
of the lands which they comprised were actually held by military tenants. 
It must not be supposed, either, that when subtenancies were created 
the barons only gave them to their kinsmen or retainers from overseas. 
The returns in Domesday shew clearly that on all baronies many men 
were granted subtenancies who were of English descent, and some of 
these undoubtedly held their lands by knights’ service subject to the 
same conditions as their Norman neighbours. As to the peasant classes, 
it was not to the interest of either the barons or their subvassals to 
expropriate them to any extent. The invaders were few and could not 
provide a peasantry from their own ranks. Their interest lay in having 
as numerous a population as possible on their estates, in order that they 
might obtain increased dues and increased labour services from them, 
and in time bring more land into cultivation. At the same time the 
new landlords could see no use in preserving the numerous distinctions 
which had differentiated the “geneat” from the “gebur” or the “soc- 
manni” from the “liberi homines.” They found it much more convenient 
to regard the peasantry as all equally bound to the soil and all liable to 
similar dues. In particular they were hostile to the system of com- 
mendation under which some of the cultivating classes had been free to 
select and change their lords. As a result commendation was entirely 
swept away, and the men in every manor, whatsoever their social status, 
became bound to their lords by an hereditary tie. This meant a con- 
siderable social revolution, especially in the eastern half of England. 
To a great extent the freer classes were merged into the less free, ab- 
sorbed into manors, and compelled to do unfree services. Every lord of 
a manor was allowed under the new system to maintain a court for his 
tenantry and could compel them to bring their civil disputes before it, 
provided tenants of other lords were not involved. The net outcome no 
doubt was increased exploitation of the peasantry, but at the same time 
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the advent of the new landowners also meant greater activity in farming. 
When once the turmoil of the Conquest and reallotment of the land was 
over, the new lords set to work with a will at reinstatement, and they 
not only, in a few years, restocked the greater proportion of the wasted 
manors, but are soon found encouraging the assartation of woodlands, 
the drainage of the fens, the building of mills and churches, and the 
planting of new urban centres. There were of course black sheep among 
them, stupid and avaricious men, of whom little good is reported; but 
such men were hardly typical and, at any rate as long as William lived, 
they had to keep in the background and curb their passions. 

The allotment of the land was perhaps the most complicated and 
critical task that William had to undertake. At any rate it was the 
most revolutionary of his measures; for it established in England the 
cardinal feudal doctrines that all land is held of the king, that all occu- 
piers of land except the king must be tenants either of the king himself 
or of some lord who holds of the king, that the tie between the lord and 
his tenants is hereditary, and that the extent of each man’s holding and 
the nature of his tenure determine in the main his civil and political 
rights. William in fact, whether consciously or not, brought about a 
reconstruction of society on a new legal basis, and so in a sense turned 
England into a feudal state. But though this is so, William also took 
very good care that he himself should not become a feudal king after 
the pattern of the king in France or the Emperor in Germany, In 
Normandy he had established his ascendency over the baronage and had 
shewn how feudalism could be combined with personal government. In 
England he worked out exactly the same result on a larger scale. Rich 
and magnificent as were some of the new baronies, he never allowed any 
of their holders to become petty kings in their own fiefs, to make 
private war on their neighbours, or to acquire a jurisdiction over tlieir 
tenants which would entirely exclude his own. To this end he main- 
tained intact the courts of the shire and hundreds, and to some extent 
the Anglo-Saxon system of police. To this end he created only six or 
seven earldoms, with strictly curtailed spheres and privileges, and in the 
rest of England retained all the fiscal rights that had attached to the 
office in his own hands. To this end he insisted on the rule that all 
tenants by knights’ service owed that service to the king alone and not 
to the barons from whom they held their knights 1 fees. To this end he 
maintained side by side with the new feudal cavalry-force the right to 
call out the old national infantry levy. Taxation was not feudalised. The 
obligati on on all freeholders to pay “gelds” was maintained as well as 
the obligation to serve in the “fyrd”; and for both purposes William 
quickly realised that be must put on record the details of the ancient 
hidage scheme from which alone each man’s liability could be ascertained. 
Lastly, he never allowed his advisory council to take a definitely feudal 
shape. As supreme feudal lord he constantly held courts for his imme- 
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diate tenants; but, the kingdom being large and the tenants widely 
dispersed, he soon established the practice of summoning only a portion 
of the tenants to any particular court. As a result the court of barons, the 
“Curia Regis , 11 as it was called, easily became a very elastic body, very like 
the old “ Witenagemot 11 in composition, in which the king could take the 
advice of whom he would, but still need never hamper himself by summon- 
ing too many of those who were likely to oppose his wishes. So completely 
indeed was this principle established, that mere gatherings of the king’s 
household officers, the steward, the butler, the chamberlain, or the con- 
stable, reinforced by one or two prelates and perhaps one or two barons 
of moderate estate, came to be regarded before William died as a suffi- 
cient meeting of the “Curia Regis ’ 1 for all but the most important sorts 
of business, and the way became cleared for future kings to utilise their 
feudal court as the chief organ of government, out of which in due 
time the various departments of state for special purposes were each in 
turn developed. There were, however, no developments of this nature 
in William’s day. Confident in his own powers and determined to be 
master in everything, his numerous “ writs” shew that he settled nearly 
every detail himself, and made little use of any subordinates other than 
the staff of royal chaplains who prepared the writs under the super- 
vision of his chancellor, and the local sheriffs to whom the writs were 
addressed, who presided in the shire-courts, had charge of the col- 
lection of the revenue, and fanned the royal manors. So confident indeed 
was he, that he frequently employed barons of the third grade as sheriffs ; 
but it is clear that he dismissed them at will, and we never find them 
in league against him or attempting independent action. Looked at 
broadly, the outcome of the Conqueror’s policy was the establishment of 
a monarchy of such an absolute type that it could ignore all provincial 
differences of law and custom ; and so William’s measures tended to bring 
about a real unity in the kingdom such as had never been known under 
the Saxon kings. 

One set of deliberate reforms has still to be mentioned. Before the 
Conquest the English Chinch organisation was very defective. Synods 
for promulgating ecclesiastical laws had ceased to be held, nor were 
there any special ecclesiastical tribunals or any definite system of arch- 
deaconries. The special jurisdiction of the bishops was exercised in the 
shire and hundred moots, with the result that the enforcement of moral 
discipline was at the mercy of doomsmen who were ignorant of Canon Law 
and very possibly themselves offenders. Even the powers of the primate 
over his suffragans were far from clear ; and the two archbishops, instead 
of working together, were in dispute as to their spheres of jurisdiction. In 
addition to these defects, there was little zeal shewn anywhere for either 
discipline or learning. The monasteries had not adopted the Cluiiiac re- 
forms. Simony, pluralities, and worldliness were everywhere rampant. The 
authority of the Papacy was only formally admitted, while the primate 
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himself had been uncanonically elected. To continental observers such 
a state of affairs was intolerable; nor could William as a zealous Church- 
man, whose expedition had been blessed by the Pope, afford to ignore 
it. As soon therefore as he felt himself secure, he took the matter up, 
assisted by three papal legates who arrived in England early in 1070. 
The first matters taken in hand were the deposition of Stigand and three 
other bishops, the appointment of Lanfranc, the great Italian scholar and 
theologian of Bee and Caen and William’s trusted friend, to be Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, and the appointment of Thomas, a canon of 
Bayeux, to the see of York, which had fallen vacant by the death of 
Archbishop Ealdred. Under these new shepherds the English Church was 
soon put in better order. One after another, as vacancies occurred, the 
bishoprics and abbeys were put in charge of carefully selected foreigners. 
The holding of synods was revived. Monastic discipline was tightened up. 
Study and learning were encouraged. The canons of cathedrals were 
made to observe celibacy. Sees, such as Dorchester and Selsey, which 
had been situated in villages, were removed to populous towns, while 
everywhere there arose a movement, headed by Lanfranc at Canterbury, 
for building more magnificent chui’ches. Most far-reaching of all were 
two reforms introduced in 107&. These were the definite subordination 
of York to Canterbury, and the creation, as in Normandy, of a distinct 
set of ecclesiastical courts, the so-called “Courts Christian,’’ in which in 
future the bishops were to be free to deal with ecclesiastical causes and 
to receive the fines arising from all matters contra christianitatem; un- 
hampered by lay interference. The latter change was perhaps not alto- 
gether wise; for it set up rival jurisdictions side by side which sooner or 
later were bound to come into collision, and also gave an opening for the 
Papacy, as the source of the Canon Law, to claim the legal sovereignty of 
the Church in England. These dangers, however, were remote, and William 
could afford to ignore them, being quite accustomed to such courts in 
Normandy and confident that he would not fall out with Lanfranc. Nor 
did he fear the Papacy, not even in the person of Hildebrand, who just 
at this moment was elected to succeed Alexander II. On the contrary, 
when in 1080 Gregory VII demanded that he should do feal ty as the Pope’s 
vassal, William refused point-blank ; nor did he ever admit that anyone 
but himself had any .right to control the English Church. Throughout 
his reign he not only appointed bishops and abbots at will but also in- 
vested them with their spiritualities, and in his determination to he 
master went so far as to insist that no Pope should be recognised without 
his leave, that no papal letters should have any force in his dominions until 
lie had approved them, and that none of his officers or barons should be 
subjected to excommunication without his consent. So uncompromising 
an attitude naturally led to strained relations between himself and 
Gregory; but in view of the Conqueror’s proved zeal for clerical efficiency, 
the great Pope never thought it politic to begin an open quarrel. 
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The events of the last fifteen years of William’s career, when once 
he had brought unity and order into his new dominions, are not of the 
same interest as the story of the Conquest or even of his early days. 

Both in England and Normandy men feared to provoke him, and his most 
serious preoccupations were not at home but with the outside world, 
especially with the county of Maine, where his claim to exercise over- 
lordship on behalf of his son Robert entailed the constant hostility not 
only of the local baronage but also of Fulk le Rechin, the Count of 
Anjou. Much of his time was accordingly spent in Normandy, English 
affairs being entrusted as a rule to Lanfranc. His foreign difficulties began 
in 1069, when Azo, an Italian marquess who had married a daughter of 
Count Hugh III, was acclaimed Count of Maine in opposition to the youth- 
ful Robert. Azo was really put forward by Geoffrey of Mayenne, William’s 
old antagonist; and he soon went back to Italy, leaving his wife Ger- 
sindis and a son to carry on the struggle under Geoffrey’s protection. 

For three years William had no time to deal with the revolt, yet 
Gersindis made little headway, having compromised herself by becoming 
Geoffrey’s mistress, while Geoffrey’s own arrogance drove the townsmen of 
Le Mans, in 1072, to set up a government of their own and to summon 
Fulk le Rechin to their aid. This popular rising in Le Mans in opposition 
to the exactions of the neighbouring baronage has an interest as one of 
the earliest attempts in North France to form a commune based on an 
oath of mutual assistance, but it was really a very ephemeral affair 
leading to nothing but the occupation of Le Mans by Fulk 1 . In 1072 
William himself was occupied partly in Northumberland, where he set 
up Waltheof as Earl, in place of the half-Scotch Gospatric who had 
bought the earldom in 1069, and partly in leading his forces into Scot- 
land against Malcolm Canmore, who had recently married as his second 
wife Edgar the Aetheling’s sister Margaret, and who was harbouring 
Edgar and other English refugees. Malcolm, realising that his men were 
no match for Norman knights, retired before them, but came to terms 
when William reached Abernethy near Perth, and agreed to expel Edgar. 

At the same time Malcolm did some kind of homage, sufficient at any 
rate to enable men in after days to boast that William had reasserted the 
old claim of the English crown to suzerainty over Scotland. This sue- j 

cess left William at last free to attend to Maine, and in 1073 he set out 
for Le Mans, taking it is said some English levies with him. On this 
occasion the Norman force advanced from Alen^’on down the Sarthe 
valley, and though it met with some resistance at Fresnay and Beaumont 
from the local vicomte, Hubert of Sainte-Suzanne, easily reached Le Mans, 
only to find that Fulk le Rechin had retired. Once more William had 
triumphed; but the successes of 1072 and 1073 were not really con- ; 

elusive. Neither Malcolm nor the men of Maine nor the Count of Anjou 
1 Le Mans was, even in 1100, economically little more than a market town. 
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were cowed, and all three continued to seize every opportunity of annoy- 
ing him. In 1076, for example, Fulk attacked the lord of La Fleche 
on the Loir, an Angevin upholder of the Norman cause in Maine, and 
also dispatched assistance to the Breton lords who were defying Wil- 
liam at Dol. In 1079 Malcolm overran Northumberland as far as the 
Tyne, an act which led to the foundation of Newcastle as a defence 
against further Scotch raids. In 1081 Fulk, assisted by Hoel, Duke of 
Brittany, burnt the castle of La Fleche before the Normans could gather 
their forces, and even when William did come in person to the rescue 
of his adherents, he found it politic to avoid a battle and agreed to an 
arrangement known as the Peace of Blanchelande, under which Robert, 
now perhaps £6 years of age, was recognised by Fulk le Rechin as Count 
of Maine, but only on the condition of accepting Fulk as his overlord 
and doing him homage. Even this peace was not well kept; for in 1083 
Hubert of Sainte-Suzanne and others of Maine once more took up arms 
against the Norman domination over their fiefs, and for three years 
defied all attempts made by William to subdue them. The fact is, in 
spite of much rhetorical talk about William’s conquest of Maine, the 
greater part of the county was never thoroughly in his grasp, and as 
years went by the influence of Anjou kept increasing. 

During all this time we hear of no challenge to William’s autocratic 
rule either in England or in Normandy, except in 1075, when a handful 
of barons plotted a rising, but with such little general support that 
William did not even return to England to deal with it. The chief 
conspirators were two rash young men who had recently succeeded to 
their fathers’ baronies, Roger, Earl of Hereford, the son of the trusted 
William Fitz Osbern who had been killed in Flanders in 1070, and Ralf 
of Guader in Brittany, the son of Ralf the Staller, who had been recog- 
nised by William as Earl of East Anglia. These two earls were aggrieved, 
partly because William had forbidden Ralf to marry Roger’s sister and 
partly because the sheriffs claimed jurisdiction over their estates. They 
accordingly took up arms and for a moment enticed Waltheof, Earl of 
Northumberland, to dally with their schemes. Waltheof, however, soon 
repented and disclosed their intentions to Lanfranc, who had no diffi- 
culty in rallying the mass of the barons to the king’s side and easily 
dispersed the forces of the rebels both in Worcestershire and in Norfolk. 
Half was wise enough to flee the country, but Roger was captured 
and sentenced to perpetual imprisonment. It was harder to deal with 
Waltheof, who had not called but his men and who was married to Judith, 
the Conqueror’s niece; but after five months’ hesitation William ordered 
him to be executed, possibly to please the loyal barons, who were in- 
dignant that so much favour had been wasted on an Englishman. 

The only serious domestic trouble of William’s later years came from ■ 
his eldest son Robert, who, though not wanting in courage, early shewed 
himself a spendthrift and quite destitute of statesmanlike qualities. To 
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some extent the friction between them was William’s fault; for, like 
many other men with strong wills, the Conqueror could not bring him- 
self to depute any part of his authority to his son, not even in Maine 
where Robert was ostensibly count. Not unnaturally Robert as he grew 
up resented being kept in tutelage more and more, until at last he 
quarrelled openly with his father and betook himself, after some aimless 
wanderings, to Paris. Philip, the King of France, always ready to harass 
William, took pains to welcome the fugitive, and in 1079 established 
him at Gerberoi near Beauvais, where he could attack Normandy. A 
personal encounter followed between the father and son, in which Robert 
actually wounded William. This scandalous episode, however, led to a 
reconciliation, and Robert returned for a time to his father’s court. But 
the two could never work together; and after Queen Matilda’s death, 
which occurred in 1083, Robert again went abroad and never returned 
in his father’s life-time. Of minor troubles in these years, two perhaps 
should be mentioned. The first is the murder in 1080 of Walcher, the 
Bishop of Durham, who had been put in charge of Northumberland after 
the execution of Waltheof. This murder was the work of an English 
mob, and shews that William’s peace was never properly established north 
of the Tees. The second is the outbreak of a quarrel between William 
and his brother Odo, leading to the arrest and imprisonment of the 
bishop in 1082. This dramatic step fairly astounded Norman society; for 
Odo was Earl of Kent and the holder of the wealthiest fief in England, 
and only two years before had been in full favour and entrusted with 
the punishment of the Northumbrians. Some have supposed that Wil- 
liam feared Odo’s ambition ; but Odo’s hostility to Lanfranc and mere 
greed on the king’s part may really have been the moving causes. Any- 
how he kept the bishop a prisoner at Rouen for the rest of his reign 
and sequestrated his large English revenues. That William in old age 
became avaricious is attested not only by the Peterborough chronicler, 
who had lived at his court, but also by his public measures, such as the 
levy of a triple Dancgeld in 1083 without, it would seem, any real need, 
and the compilation of the Domesday Book in 1086. This failing comes 
out too in his refusal to give Robert a position and income suitable to 
his expectations. As the chronicler says grimly, “the king loved much and 
overmuch scheming to get gold and silver and recked not how sinfully it 
was gotten.” But of course that is only one side of the picture, and it was 
just because he paid such close attention to his finances, and thought it no 
shame to set down “every ox and cow and pig” in his great survey, that 
he was able to found a unique type of feudal monarchy in England, in 
which the king’s wealth was adequate to his needs so that he could “live 
on his own” and pay his way, and not be merely primus inter pares in his 
dealings with his vassals. From this point of view the making of Domes- 
day was William’s greatest exploit, not merely because of the novelty of 
the undertaking, but because the inquiry proceeded on the theory that all 
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men without exception must answer the king’s questions, and because it 
practically forced every baron and every subtenant to admit that the king’s 
grant was the source of their privileges, and the king’s writ and seal the 
only effective guarantee of their possessions. Further, the survey ignored 
the baronial courts, instead of utilising them to obtain information. 
But William was still not satisfied that his claims to be a real king and 
not merely a feudal overlord had been sufficiently acknowledged. He 
accordingly, in August 1086, summoned all the landowners, “that were 
worth aught,” to come to Salisbury, “whosesoever vassals they were,” and 
made them swear oaths of fealty to him “that they would be faithful to 
him against all other men,” that is, even against their own immediate 
lords. This was William’s last public act in England. He crossed the 
Channel immediately afterwards, and in 1087 invaded the French Vexin; 
but as he sat watching the burning of Mantes he was thrown from his 
horse and severely injured. His men carried him to Rouen, where he 
died on 9 September. On his death-bed he recognised that Normandy 
must pass to Robert, in spite of his undutiful conduct, being his patri- 
mony ; but as to England, he expressed his wish that it should pass to his 
son William, nicknamed Rufus, and sealed a letter to Lanfrane recom- 
mending him as his successor. 
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CHAPTER XYI. 

ENGLAND, 1087-1154. 

A. Reign of William Rufus (1087-1100). 

William Rufus set out for England even before the Conqueror ex- 
pired, and made direct for Winchester to secure the royal treasury. That 
done he repaired next to Lanfranc, and on 26 September was crowned king 
at Westminster without overt opposition, just seventeen days after his 
father’s death. In spite of the general calm, men foresaw that the sepa- 
ration of England from Normandy must bring trouble, as it placed all 
the barons who had estates on both sides of the Channel in a dilemma, 
and meant that sooner or later they would be forced to choose between 
their allegiance to the duke and their allegiance to the king. For Robert, 
on returning from exile, naturally denounced William as a usurper, and 
found himself supported not only by those who honestly thought that 
the Conqueror’s arrangement was a blunder, but also by a body of tur- 
bulent spirits both in England and Normandy who, knowing the charac- 
ters of the two brothers, thought that the elder would prove the easier 
master and less likely than Rufus to stand in the way of their ambitions. 
The leader of this section was the Earl of Kent, Bishop Odo of Bayeux, 
who emerged from his five years’ imprisonment thirsting for vengeance 
on Lanfranc, whom he regarded as the instigator of his disgrace, and 
determined to upset the Conqueror’s dispositions and make himself again 
the chief man in England. He accordingly betook himself to his Kentish 
estates, and after some months spent in secret plotting put himself openly 
at the head of a league for deposing William in favour of Robert, It is 
usually alleged that Odo took the field supported by more than half the 
baronage, but the accounts that tell the story by no means bear out such 
a conclusion. Sporadic risings did indeed take place in districts as far 
apart as Norfolk, Somerset, and Herefordshire, led by Roger Bigod, 
Geoffrey Bishop of Coutances, and Roger de Lacy respectively; but 
these movements were isolated and easily suppressed, and the only real 
danger arose in Kent and Sussex, where Odo had the support of his 
brother Robert of Mortain, aided by Gilbert of Clare and Eustace of 
Boulogne, and could base his movements on four strongholds, Dover, 
Rochester, Pevensey, and Tonbridge. Rufus, on the other hand, was sup- 
ported not only by the men of the royal demesnes and by all the prelates 
of the Church, except William of St Carilef, Bishop of Durham, but, so 
far as can be seen, by the greater part of the baronage in the Midlands 
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and in Eastern England, headed by such magnates as the Earl of Chester, 
Count Alan of Richmond, William of Warenne, Walter Giffard, Geof- 
frey de Mandeville, Robert Malet, and Roger of Beaumont. From the 
very outset, in fact, it was clear that Odo had grievously miscalculated 
his influence. Even the native English were all on the royal side, so 
that Rufus was able to add largely to his forces by summoning foot- 
soldiers to his aid as well as the feudal levies, especially from London 
and the estates of the archbishopric of Canterbury. As a result the 
struggle, though sharp, was of brief duration. By the end of J une the 
rebel fortresses had all fallen, and Lanfranc could congratulate himself 
that for a second time he had driven Odo out of England. Duke Robert, 
meanwhile, impecunious as ever, had hardly moved a finger to further 
his own cause beyond encouraging Robert of Belleme, the eldest son of 
Roger of Montgomery, and Robert of Mowbray, the nephew of Bishop 
Geoffrey of Coutances, who was now Earl of Northumberland, his former 
associates in his quarrels with his father, to join in the rising. It was to 
young men such as these, the duke’s special friends, that William was 
most severe after his victory, making them share Odo’s banishment; but 
all the other leaders were treated with great leniency, except the Bishop of 
Durham, who, havingbeen one of Rufus’ confidential advisers, was put on his 
trial for “deserting his lord in time of need.” This trial is somewhat famous. 
The bishop pleaded that he could only be tried by an ecclesiastical court ; 
William, on the other hand, backed by Lanfranc, insisted that he was 
charged not as a bishop but as a baron enfeoffed with extensive terri- 
tories, and so must answer in the Curia Regis. The case dragged on 
for some months and in the end the bishop was allowed to appeal to the 
Pope on the point of jurisdiction, but had to surrender Durham Castle. 

Odo’s rebellion, if hardly more formidable than the rebellion of the 
earls in 1075, at any rate served to shew that Rufus had all the deter- 
mination of his father and could not be trifled with. His subjects, 
however, were soon to learn that though he had his father’s strong will 
and plenty of energy he had neither his respect for religion nor any 
regard for justice. While Lanfranc lived, he did not shew his true 
colours; but the aged archbishop passed away in 1089, and immediately 
there was a great change for the worse. Being now free to please himself 
and to indulge his rapacity, Rufus took for his favourite adviser Ranulf 
Flambard, the rector of Godaiming, one of the royal chaplains, a self- 
made man who had held minor posts under the Conqueror, and who won 
Rufus’ attention by his skill in devising ways of raising money. This 
unscrupulous man, being made treasurer, soon became notorious for his 
ingenious and oppressive exactions, and earned the hatred of every class; 
but his extortionate methods only delighted William, who by degrees 
placed him in supreme control of all financial and judicial business. 
His first opportunity came when he advised the king to postpone filling 
the vacant see of Canterbury, and to take the revenues for his own uses; 
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and soon this became the regular practice with all benefices in the royal 
gift, unless some cleric could be found willing to purchase the prefer- 
ment. We are also told that he vexed all men with “unjust gelds, 11 that 
he levied excessive and novel feudal dues, both from the baronage and 
the clergy; that he “drove the moots all over England 11 to inflict ex- 
cessive fines, that he increased the severity of the game laws, and that he 
even tried to re-assess the Danegeld, though this probably only means 
that he ignored the reductions of assessment that had been granted by 
King Edward and the Conqueror. Hated as all these measures were, 
William’s prestige was so great after his victory over Odo that he only 
once again was faced with armed opposition. This occurred in 1095 under 
the leadership of Robert of Mowbray, who had been permitted to return 
to Northumberland, backed by Roger de Lacy and William of Eu. 
This outbreak, however, only led to their ruin, William of Eu being 
sentenced to mutilation, Mowbray to life-long imprisonment, and Lacy 
to forfeiture. 

William Rufus 1 real preoccupations were not with feudal or popular 
unrest but with schemes for the enlargement of his dominions and especi- 
ally for the recovery of Normandy. He wished to be a conqueror like his 
father, and he knew that if he succeeded he could snap his fingers at 
discontent. His first move against his brother in 1090 was designed to 
take advantage of the discontent of the barons of eastern Normandy 
with Robert’s feeble rule. Here he easily established himself; for the 
great men of the locality were the Counts of Eu and Aumale, William 
of Warenne, Walter Giffard, and Half of Mortimer, all of whom, having 
still larger interests in England, were afraid of his displeasure and willing 
to further his designs. Their men and their fortresses were consequently 
at his disposal, and even in Rouen a party was formed in his favour led 
by Conan, one of the richest citizens. In central Normandy, on the other 
hand, Duke Roberts position was less precarious, for he could count on 
the loyalty of Caen and Ealaise, while the chief landowners, such as the 
Bishop of Bayeiix, the Count of Evreux, William of Breteml, and Robert 
of Belleme, who had been put in possession of his mother’s Norman fiefs, 
had either little or no stake in England or had fallen out with Rufus. 
Here then opposition might be serious, and a struggle seemed probable. 
But William, in 1091, was quick to see that the position in western 
Normandy offered him a better alternative. There the leading man, 
since 1088, had been his younger brother Henry, the third surviving son 
of the Conqueror, who had purchased all Robert’s estates and ducal 
rights in the Cotentin and the Avranchin with the money that had been 
bequeathed to him by his father, and now called himself Count of the 
Cotentin. But Robert, shifty as ever, had quickly regretted this deal 
with his brother and wished to recover the ducal property. William, 
knowing this, instead of attacking Robert in central Normandy went to 
meet him at Caen and offered to assist him in attacking Henry and in 
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recovering Maine, on the condition that the duke should cede to him 
Cherbourg and Mont-Saint-Michel as soon as Henry had been expelled 
from them, and also his ducal rights in Fecamp and parts of eastern 
Normandy. The terms offered were very one-sided, but Robert thought 
it safest to accept them; and shortly afterwards the two elder brothers 
advanced against .Henry and having ousted him from all his purchases 
divided the spoils between them. With this result William might well 
feel satisfied. In eighteen months he had acquired a firm grasp on the 
duchy both in the east and the west, and what is more he had achieved 
his success by a treaty with Robert without any serious fighting. 

Meanwhile news came through that Malcolm Canmore had again 
overrun Northumberland, Rufus accordingly left Normandy and hurried 
north to retaliate. On reaching the Forth, he found Malcolm repentant 
and willing to buy him off by doing homage and becoming his man on 
the same terms as the Conqueror had exacted in 1072. In 1092, however, 
Rufus broke the peace in his turn and overran the districts in Cumberland 
and Westmorland, which had been regarded as parcel of the Scottish 
kingdom ever since King Edmund had ceded them to Malcolm I in 945. 
Not unnaturally Malcolm protested, and came in person to Gloucester to 
treat with Rufus. But the English king refused to meet him and required 
him as a' vassal to submit his case to the Curia Regis. At the same time 
he Ordered English settlers to be planted in the valley of the Eden and 
founded a castle at Carlisle. Malcolm went home indignant and a year 
later again invaded England, but was slain in an ambush near Alnwick. 
Here, too, William must be credited with a distinct success. Henceforth 
the boundary of England was fixed for good at the Solway, and within 
a few years Cumberland and Westmorland came to be reckoned as 
English shires. Queen Margaret, who had done much to introduce 
English ways into her husband’s kingdom, died of grief on hearing the 
news of his death, whereupon a struggle arose between the Celtic and the 
English factions in Scotland as to the succession. The Celtic party set 
Malcolm’s brother Donaldbane on the throne in preference to any of 
Margaret’s sons, hoping thereby to put an end to the spread of English 
influences; but four years later Rufus took up the cause of the English 
party and sent Edgar the Aetheling into Scotland with a force of Norman 
knights, who drove out Donaldbane and made Margaret’s son Edgar king. 
This prince made the Rowlands his favourite abode, and being largely 
dependent on Norman support never sought to deny that Rufus was his 
feudal superior. 

William’s advance in the North had its counterpart also in Wales ; 
but there the lead was taken by various barons independently and not by 
the Crown. The Conqueror’s general policy had been to leave all responsi- 
bility for dealing with the Welsh in the hands of the three specially 
privileged earls who had been granted the marcher lordships of Chester, 
Shrewsbury, and Hereford. At the Conqueror’s death, as Domesday 
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shews, his lieutenants had already pressed into northern and mid Wales 
beyond the line of Offa’s dyke at several points, especially in Gwynedd 
where Robert of Rhuddlan had established his outposts on the Conway, 
and in Powys where Roger of Montgomery had reached the sources of 
the Severn near Plynlimon. In South Wales on the other hand there had 
been little advance since the death of William Fitz Osbern in 1071. The 
frontier still ran roughly along a line from Radnor through Ewyas to 
Caerleon ; and though the Conqueror himself in 1081 had ridden west as 
far as St David’s, he had been content to leave Deheubarth and Glamorgan 
in the hands of a Welsh prince called Rhys ap Tewdwr, exacting from 
him only an annual tribute of i?40. It was in 1088 that new advances 
began. In that year Robert of Rhuddlan, soon after returning from the 
siege of Rochester, fell a victim to a Welsh attack. But almost immedi- 
ately afterwards the Earl of Chester got possession of the districts round 
Snowdon. Thence he advanced into Anglesey, and in 1092 we find a Breton 
named Herve appointed to be Bishop of Bangor. It was also in 1088 
that the Normans under Bernard of Neufmarche, the son-in-law of the 
lord of Richard’s Castle, first advanced against Brecknock, while a year or 
two later they overran Glamorgan led by Robert Fitz Haraon of Evrecy 
near Caen, a Kentish landowner who had come to the front in the struggle 
against Bishop Odo, and who had been rewarded for his services to the 
Crown by a grant of nearly all the lands which had once belonged to 
Queen Matilda. In 1093 came another wave of conquest. In that year 
Rhys ap Tewdwr was killed near Brecknock. In the confusion which 
followed Roger of Montgomery dashed into Deheubarth, and having 
established himself at Cardigan pushed on thence into Dyfed, where his 
Son Arnulf soon built a castle for himself at Pembroke. About the same 
time William of Braiose, a Sussex baron, acquired a lordship at Builth 
on the upper Wye, and William Fitz Baldwin, coming from Devon, 
erected a fort on the Towy near Carmarthen. Such persistent encroach- 
ments led in 1094 to a furious counter-attack by the Welsh, which 
brought about the withdrawal of the Normans from Anglesey and the 
destruction of a great many of the new castles. Next year the Welsh 
even took Montgomery Castle and repulsed a royal army which Rufus 
himself led into Gwynedd. In 1096 they besieged Pembroke, but the 
castle held out bravely under Gerald of Windsor, and thenceforth the 
marcher barons in South Wales nearly always held the upper hand. In 
Gwynedd on the other hand the Normans failed to recover the ground 
lost in 1094, in spite of serious efforts made by Rufus in 1097 and by 
the Earls of Chester and Shrewsbury in 1098. North Wales never was 
reduced but remained an independent principality under a Welsh prince 
named Gruffydd ap Cynan. 

At home the chief event during these years of external expansion was 
William’s quarrel with the Church. Irreligious and venal, the king saw 
no reason at first for putting any curb on Flambard’s systematic spolia- 
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tion of Church revenues. But in 1093 he fell ill, and fancying himself 
face to face with death was seized with remorse. In this mood he gave 
way to the general desire that the see of Canterbury should not remain 
vacant any longer, and offered the archbishopric to Anselm of Aosta, 
a saintly Italian scholar, who had been Lanfranc’s favourite pupil and 
who for the last fifteen years had been Abbot of Bee. Anselm himself 
in no way desired the appointment; but as it was clearly the desire of 
the English magnates both lay and clerical, as well as of the king, he 
eventually consented, stipulating however that the lands of the arch- 
bishopric must all be restored to the see and that he himself should be 
free to recognise Urban II as Pope rather than his rival Clement III, the 
imperial candidate. But William, as soon as he was well again, forgot 
his repentance, and not only retained a good deal of the property of 
the archbishopric but made heavy demands on Anselm for aids and 
refused to allow him to initiate any Church reforms or hold any synods. 
Anselm refused to pay the aids in full, and in 1095 exasperated the king 
by asking leave to go to Rome to obtain his pallium from Urban. William 
did not wish to be committed to either claimant for the Papacy, and like 
his father he claimed that no Pope should be recognised in England 
without his permission. The matter was referred to a council of mag- 
nates held at Rockingham. The lay barons took Anselm’s side and Rufus 
had to give way. William next tried to negotiate with Urban for 
Anselm’s deposition; but he was outwitted by the Pope’s legate, who 
obtained the king’s recognition of Urban and then refused to move 
against Anselm. Two years later, in 1097, William again attacked the 
archbishop, charging him with breach of his obligations as a tenant-in- 
chief. Realising that he could do no good in England, Anselm again 
preferred his request to be allowed to visit Urban. At first William 
refused to acquiesce, but finally he changed his mind; and, as soon as 
Anselm had sailed, once more took possession of the revenues of the 
archbishopric. Anselm remained abroad for the rest of William’s reign, 
universally regarded as a martyr, though at Rome he got little active 
support. By his firmness, however, he had set up a new standard of 
independence for the English clergy, and had made the opening move in 
the struggle between Church and State in England. 

To return to secular affairs, William’s desire to acquire Normandy 
had only been whetted by the gains made in 1091. He therefore took 
no pains to observe his treaty with Robert, and three years later resumed 
hostilities. His forces invaded central Normandy, hoping to acquire Caen, 
but they had little success; for King Philip of France came to Robert’s 
aid, with sufficient men to enable him to drive William’s captains out 
of Argentan and the neighbouring district of Le Houlme. They then 
together crossed the Seine to attack William in eastern Normandy*, but 
the king saved himself by bribing Philip to desert his ally. In 1095 , 
William, being too much occupied in England with Mowbray’s rebellion 



Normandy mortgaged to Rufus. His death 527 


and the quarrel with Anselm to come to Normandy, opened negotiations 
with his brother Henry, who had two years before found an asylum at 
Domfront, and persuaded him to take up the struggle for him. This 
move, however, proved to be unnecessary; for in 1096 the adventure- 
loving Robert, carried away by Pope Urban’s call for volunteers to deliver 
the Holy Sepulchre, took the Cross regardless of his ducal interests, and 
to obtain funds offered to mortgage his ducal rights in Normandy to his 
brother for 10,000 marks. William quickly found the money, and in 
September Robert set out for the East, taking Odo of Bayeux and 
Edgar the Aetheling with him. 

Being at last in temporary possession of Normandy, but fully con- 
vinced that Robert would never be in a position to repay the loan and 
redeem his patrimony, William applied himself with a will not only to 
the task of restoring the ducal authority, but also to the recovery of 
Maine. That county, owing to Robert’s weakness, had fallen completely 
into the hands of Helie,lord of La Fleche; but in 1098 William captured 
Helie and soon afterwards, in spite of the opposition of Fulk le Rechin 
of Anjou, took possession of Le Mans. He had, however, to conquer 
the town a second time in 1099. He also undertook operations for the 
recovery of the French Vexin. In 1100, growing still more ambitious, he 
began negotiations with the Duke of Aquitaine, who wished to go on 
crusade, for taking over the ducal rights in Poitou on the same kind of 
terms as had been arranged in the case of Normandy. But this fanciful 
scheme was destined to remain a dream. On 2 August, while hunting in 
the New Forest, William fell, shot by an arrow from an unknown hand. 
He was buried next day in Winchester Cathedral, some of the churches 
in the city refusing to toll their bells. A brother-in-law of Gilbert of Clare, 
Walter Tirel, lord of Langham near Colchester and of Poix in Picardy, 
was thought to be responsible. But no inquiry was ever made. Men 
were just content to know that their oppressor was dead. And yet Wil- 
liam, despite all his vices and violence, had done a great work. As a 
man he had been detestable; but as a king he had known how to make 
himself obeyed, and though he pressed his feudal claims too far, he had 
maintained unflinchingly his father’s two great principles, that peace and 
order must be respected and that the king’s will must he supreme. 

B. Reign of Henry I (1100—1135). 

The sudden removal of William Rufus at the age of forty, leaving 
no children behind him, gave his brother Henry an easy opening for 
making himself King of England. Not only was he on the spot, having 
been one of the hunting party in the New Forest, but he was well ac- 
quainted with the state of opinion in England, having lived, since 1095, 
on friendly terms with Rufus and his various ministers. He was, more- 
over, confident in himself. He knew well that all men had a contempt for 
his eldest brother; and he could urge, like Rufus before him, that if the 
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magnates set Robert’s claims aside a second time they would only be 
carrying out the Conqueror’s wishes. Duke Robert, on the other hand, 
was still far away in Sicily, and though he had somewhat redeemed his 
character by his prowess in Palestine, had no supporters in England ex- 
cept a turbulent section of the baronage who hated peace and order 
and saw in the duke’s weakness a golden opportunity to attack their 
neighbours. Henry knew that this section was not formidable, if boldly 
confronted. He therefore made straight for Winchester as soon as he 
heard that Rufus was dead, and seized the royal treasury. Here the 
Treasurer opposed him, but William Giffard, the Chancellor, took his 
side, and also the Count of Meulan and the Earl of Warwick, that is to 
say, the two brothers Robert and Henry of Beaumont, the only barons 
of importance who seem to have been present. These greeted him as king, 
whereupon he started with them for Westminster, and two days later 
had himself crowned by the Bishop of London without any opposition. 

To strengthen his position he next issued a manifesto intended for 
publication in all the shire-courts, in which he promised redress of 
grievances, and as a sign that he was in earnest ordered the arrest of 
Ranulf Flambard, who only a year earlier had been made Bishop of 
Durham by Rufus as a reward for his zealous services. This manifesto, 
usually known as Henry’s “Charter of Liberties,” contains many specific 
promises to the Church and the baronage, as for example that benefices 
should not be kept vacant or sold for the benefit of the Crown, or that 
baronial demesnes should be exempt from Danegeld; but its main gist 
is simply that Henry would restore his father’s system of government 
and abolish the evil innovations introduced by his brother in the matter 
of reliefs, wardships, marriages, and murder fines. This programme he 
knew would be populai', and the list of witnesses to the document shews 
that in advancing it he had the support of the bishops and of such leading 
barons as Walter Giffard, now Earl of Buckingham, Robert Malet of 
Eye, Robert de Montfort, and Robert Fitz Hamon. Nor was Henry him- 
self altogether insincere in his professions. Though only thirty-two, he 
had been well schooled in adversity and had grown up the very antithesis 
of his two brothers. Cool-headed, clear-sighted, and patient, a methodical 
man of business, and for a prince well educated, he hated all waste, vio- 
lence, and disorder, and he honestly wished to revert to the methods 
which had made his father’s reign the wonder of Western Europe. Fore- 
most among these was the maintenance of harmony between Church and 
State, to promote which Henry not only began to make appointments to 
the sees and abbacies kept vacant by Rufus, but also sent messengers to 
Anselm requesting him to return to England. The archbishop was at 
Cluny and at once obeyed the summons; but no sooner did he meet 
Henry than his actions quickly shewed that peace between himself and 
the king was hardly to be expected, and that he was in no mood to play 
the part of Lanfranc. 
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Meantime Henry decided that the time had come for him to marry, 
and gave out that the lady of his choice was Edith, the sister of the 
King of Scots. This alliance was doubly advantageous, as it would 
secure him the friendship of Scotland and also please the native English, 
Edith being descended through her mother Margaret from the royal 
house of Wessex. Some Normans of course scoffed at the idea of an 
English-speaking queen, and also tried to make out that Edith had been 
professed a nun ; but Anselm brushed this latter objection aside, and 
himself officiated at the wedding ceremony. To please the Normans, 
Edith’s name was changed to Matilda; but the king’s example must 
have done something to encourage intermarriage between the Normans 
and the English and so helped to bring about the eventual fusion of the 
two races. 

While Henry was thus making himself popular in England, Normandy 
was slipping back into disorder. Robert reached home in September, 
bringing with him a Sicilian -bride, but men soon learnt that the duke 
was as easy-going as ever. Partly from laziness, partly from lack of funds, 
he took no steps to prevent the re-establish nient of Helie de la Fleche as 
Count of Maine; and so that county fell once more under the influence 
of Eulk le Rechin of Anjou, who two yearn earlier had affianced his son 
to Helie’s only daughter. Nor did Robert shew much desire to intervene 
in England until he was persuaded by Ranulf Flambard, who had escaped 
from his English prison, that there was a party in England who wished 
to make him king. In this belief he sailed for England in the summer of 
1101, helped by William of Warenne whom Rufus had made Earl of 
Surrey, and by Count Eustace of Boulogne who, though he had just 
become Henry’s brother-in-law, had fallen out with him about his 
English fief. Robert soon found that the mass of the English baronage 
had no intention of helping him openly, and that his only course was to 
make the best terms he could with his brother. Accordingly, by a treaty 
made at Alton, he surrendered his claim to England in return for a 
promised pension of =£2000 a year. Henry on his side gave up all claim 
to be Count of the Cotentin under his earlier bargain with Robert in 
1088, restored Eustace of Boulogne to his estates in England, and 
promised his assistance against Helie de la Fleche. This arrangement 
probably suited Robert, who was desperately in need of money ; blit it is 
typical of Henry’s duplicity, as he had no real intention of paying the 
pension and meant himself to make a bid for Normandy as soon as the 
duke’s mis government should afford him a colourable excuse. Meantime 
the task immediately before him was that of humbling the restless ele- 
ments in the English baronage and of finding pretexts for ridding 
himself of those w r ho had secretly favoured Robert, though they had not 
dared to support him openly. The chief example of this class was Robert 
of Belleme. That vicious, cruel, turbulent man had succeeded in 1098 to 
the wide estates in Shropshire, Sussex, and elsewhere which formed the 
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earldom of Shrewsbury, and was also the greatest of the feudatories in 
Normandy, being the possessor of the extensive lordships of Alen^on 
and Montgomeri, and in addition Count of Ponthieu in right of his 
wife, Vicomte of Argentan and Falaise, and lord of a score of castellanies 
in the borderlands of Perche and Maine. With Belleme near at hand, 
Henry knew that he never could feel really safe; and so in 1102 he 
deliberately picked a quarrel with him and summoned him to stand his 
trial before the Curia Regis on some forty-five separate charges. As 
Henry no doubt expected, the Earl of Shrewsbury preferred to fight 
rather than to plead, and was supported in his revolt by his two brothers 
Roger of Poitou and Arnulf of Montgomery, lords respectively of 
Lancaster and Pembroke, and also by the Welsh of Powys. This com- 
bination, though formidable, was quite unable to withstand Henry, who 
within a month captured the earl’s castles at Arundel and Bridgnorth 
and forced the earl himself to surrender at Shrewsbury. This was the 
end of feudal risings in England in Henry’s lifetime. Belleme and his 
brothers were allowed to leave the country, but their fiefs were all con- 
fiscated, and for the next thirty-three years no baron ever ventured to 
take the field against the Crown. Several, indeed, fell out with the king, 
as for example his cousin the Count of Mortain, who was outlawed on 
trivial pretexts in 1104 ; but even he, wealthy and proud as he was, with 
his four castles of Pevensey, Berkhampstead, Montacute, and Trematon, 
never attempted any armed resistance to Henry in England. 

With nothing to fear in his kingdom, Henry was free to turn his 
attention to the acquisition of his father’s duchy. Like Rufus he utilised 
the disorder prevailing in Normandy as a pretext for intervention, posing 
not so much as a rival to Robert as the champion of the English barons 
who had estates on both sides of the Channel. In particular he claimed 
that liis friends must be protected from the outrageous violence of Robert 
of Belleme, who was venting his wrath upon them to avenge himself for 
his English losses. The duke, however, was quite powerless to do anything 
of the kind, and so in 1104 Henry himself crossed the Channel attended by 
a formidable array of Anglo-Norman barons and sought out his brother 
to remonstrate with him personally. At his wits’ end to know how to 
satisfy Henry, Robert offered to cede to him the overlordship over the 
Count of Evreux, and thus for the moment put off an open quarrel. 
But only for the moment. In 1105 the situation became more strained 
than ever, as Robert of Belleme joined his forces with those of the Count 
of Mortain, and the pair then deliberately ravaged the Cotentin where 
Henry had many trusted friends. Worse still, Duke Robert connived at 
the arrest of Robert Fitz Hamon, the lord of I'Svreey and Glamorgan, 
and imprisoned him at Bayeux. This act determined Henry to make 
war in earnest. He accordingly invited Helie de la Fleche to attack 
Robert from Maine, and himself crossing to Barfleur burnt Bayeux and 
occupied Caen. All men could now guess that he meant to dispossess his 
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brother, but it was not till £8 September 1106 that the decisive encounter 
took place not far from Tinchebrai, a castle belonging to the Count of 
Mortain and situated some twelve miles north of Domfront. In this 
battle, fought exactly forty years to a day after the Conqueror’s landing 
at Pevensey, Henry utterly routed the duke and took him prisoner, where- 
upon the duke himself gave orders to Palaise and Rouen to surrender 
and formally absolved his vassals from their allegiance. Such a complete 
collapse can hardly have been expected even by Henry’s adherents ; but 
no one seems to have doubted that it was irretrievable, so that even 
Robert of Belleme abandoned his hostility and for a time acknowledged 
Henry as his lawful overlord. As for Duke Robert, he never regained his 
freedom, though he survived for another twenty-eight years ; but his 
claims passed to his infant son William, usually called “the Clito,” who, 
being left at liberty, became, when he grew up, a centre for renewed 
intrigues and disaffection. 

Throughout the years spent in driving Belleme from England and in 
acquiring his father’s duchy, Henry was continuously engaged at home 
in a stubborn controversy with Anselm over the question of clerical 
immunities. While in Rome, in 1099, Anselm had taken part in the 
council held at the Lateran by Pope Urban in which bishops and abbots 
had been forbidden either to receive investiture from laymen or to do 
homage to them. As a result he came back from his exile holding more 
extreme views on the relations of Church and State than he had pre- 
viously held, and began at once to put them into practice by refusing to 
do homage to Henry for his temporalities, though he had not scrupled 
to do homage to Rufus; and a little later he went further and refused to 
consecrate the new bishops and abbots whom Henry had appointed, on 
the double ground that they had not beeii freely elected by their chapters 
and had received investiture with the symbols of their office from the 
king. To these challenges Henry had replied that, while he could not 
abandon the ancient customs of the realm, he was willing to refer the 
matter to Rome and see if the new Pope, Paschal II (1099-1118), would 
modify his predecessor’s decrees. Meantime, he allowed Anselm to hold 
a synod and issue canons with regard to the celibacy of the clergy and 
other disciplinary matters of such a sweeping nature that they created 
consternation in all ranks of society. Nothing, however, came of the 
application to Paschal, and so in 1103 it was agreed, at the king’s sug- 
gestion, that Anselm himself should go on a mission to Rome to see if he 
could not arrange some way round the difficulty. Again Paschal proved 
obdurate, with the result that Anselm remained abroad, while Henry 
appropriated the revenues of Canterbury to his own uses. For two years 
after that matters remained in suspense; but in 1105 Paschal began to 
threaten Henry with excommunication, a move which so alarmed Henry’s 
sister, the Countess of Blois, that she persuaded him to meet Anselm at 
L’Aigle, near l&vreux, and reopen negotiations. Once more envoys from 
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the king went to Rome, and this time they found Paschal ready for a 
compromise, but it was not till April 1106 that he notified Anselm of 
his new intentions, and not till the very eve of the Tinchebrai campaign 
that Henry met Anselm at Bee and, adopting a scheme worked out by 
Lanfranc’s famous pupil, the great canonist Ivo of Chartres, effected a 
common-sense settlement satisfactory to both parties. The terms of the 
compromise were briefly as follows: bishops and abbots were for the 
future to be canonically elected by cathedral or monastic chapters and 
were no longer to receive the ring and staff' on investiture from lay 
hands; but the elections were to take place in the king’s presence, and 
those elected were to do homage to the king for their temporalities like 
the lay barons. This arrangement, which was finally ratified by an 
assembly of magnates in 1107, might seem to embody distinct con- 
cessions by both sides; but in practice Henry retained nearly all that 
he really wanted, the prelates being relieved of none of their feudal 
obligations, whereas the king was left with a sufficient power of in- 
fluencing the electors to secure that his nominees would usually be 
elected. Anselm, on the other hand, by forcing the king to negotiate 
with the Pope had established a striking precedent for appeals to Rome, 
and so made it easier for future Popes to interfere in England, and for 
future bishops to resist the royal supremacy. Despite all his tenacity 
Anselm had not gained his immediate point; but he had demonstrated 
to the world that the English Church could not and would not be the 
obedient servant of the State. 

The settlement with the Church, followed two years later by the 
death of Anselm, brings to an end the first phase of Henry’s reign, during 
which he was winning his spurs as a ruler. The rest of his reign, which 
was to last for over a quarter of a century, has a totally different cha- 
racter in England, being notable not so much for exploits in the field or 
for brilliant strokes of policy, as for the measures which the king took to 
improve the system of government and set up a routine of law in the 
place of an ill-regulated despotism. Not that Henry can be credited 
with any lofty motives in pursuing these ends. He pursued them, both in 
England and Normandy, chiefly because he hated waste and loved money, 
and had the wit to perceive that the surest way to fill his coffers was by 
methodical pressure applied by well-trained agents in accordance with 
definite rules, and not by handing over his subjects to rapacious farmers 
and tax-gatherers, each acting as a law to himself. Henry was probably 
quite as unscrupulous and quite as avaricious as Rufus; but he had the 
temper of a shrewd, calculating, self-controlled man, and put his faith 
from tlie outset in the wise selection of subordinates, in recourse to liti- 
gation rather than to force, in the suppression of robbery and disorder, 
in the development of trade and industry, and in the maintenance of a 
business-like administration of justice and finance. 
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To attain these ends Henry had perforce to work either through the 
superior officers of his household or else through the agency of the Curia 
Regis, that elastic advisory council being the only central organ of 
government as yet in existence. When, however, he became duke as well 
as king, the affairs of Normandy and the intrigues of Louis VI, the new 
King of Prance (1108-1137), frequently prevented him for months or 
even for years together from being present at the sessions of the Curia 
or giving any attention to the supervision and control of the household 
officers; and so he was obliged to make use of a deputy or confidential 
chief minister to preside over the administration in his absence, and to 
issue writs in his name and deal with urgent matters. The man whom 
Henry chose for these important duties, and who, as long as Henry lived, 
occupied the position of regent, whenever the king was absent, with the 
title of iusticiarms totius Angliae, that is to say, “president of the Curia,” 
or “justice-in-chief,” was Roger his sometime chaplain, a native of Caen, 
whom he had promoted to be chancellor on his accession, and who two 
years later was made Bishop of Salisbury (1102-1139). On his appoint- 
ment to the bishopric, Roger, in obedience to precedent, ceased to be 
chancellor, but became treasurer, a significant change of office, as it placed 
him in the shoes of Flambard and gave him control of the revenue; but 
exactly when he became permanent deputy for the king is not recorded. 
It seems probable, however, that for some time Roger combined the 
offices of regent and treasurer with such success that Henry came to re- 
gard a permanent deputy as indispensable on both sides of the Channel, 
and appointed John, Bishop of Lisieux (1107-114<1), to hold a similar 
position in Normandy. 

Very little detailed information is forthcoming as to Bishop Roger’s 
activities year by year during his long tenure of the post of chief 
minister, but such glimpses as we do get, coupled with the veneration in 
which we know his name was held by the officials of the next generation, 
shew that he must have been a very able man, and that he may be 
credited with several innovations of permanent value. The one among 
them which perhaps struck the imagination of his successors most was 
the development, within the Curia Regis , of a board or group of barons 
specially charged with the duties of auditing the sheriffs’ accounts and 
trying causes which concerned the collection of the various items of the 
king’s revenue. This board sat for auditing purposes twice a year, 
at Lady Day and Michaelmas, and was known as the iScaccarium or 
“Exchequer.” It acquired its curious name from the chequered table- 
cloth which was spread before the board to facilitate the reckoning of 
the sheriffs’ accounts by means of counters, the system employed being an 
adaptation of the abacus method of working sums which had recently come 
into vogue in Germany and France at the schools of Liege and Laon. The 
permanent members of the board, known as “barons of the Exchequer,” 
were Roger himself, who was the presiding officer, the treasurer, the 
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chancellor, the constable, the marshal, and two chamberlains, assisted 
by the keeper of the king’s seal and sundry clerks, otie of whom had to 
keep a written record of all the sums of money accounted for, the word- 
ing of the enrolments being dictated by the Treasurer. This annual 
record, known as the rotulus de thesauro, and in later days as the 
magnus rotulus pipae, or “Pipe Roll,” may be taken to be one of 
Roger’s most practical and important innovations, for it not only gave 
Henry a handy means of checking his officials, but served as the model 
for nearly all English account-keeping for several centuries. Unfor- 
tunately only one roll compiled under Roger’s supervision survives, 
namely the Pipe Roll for the financial year ended Michaelmas 1130, but 
from it can be seen all the items of the revenue and how very carefully 
they were collected, and what a great amount of detail had to be furnished 
each year to the Barons of the Exchequer by the sheriffs and other 
local officials before they could obtain their discharge. 

Besides developing the Exchequer, Bishop Roger surrounded himself 
by degrees with a group of assistant justiciars, in whom we may see the 
rudiments of the future bench of judges, though at this date they were 
not in any sense professional lawyers. Some of them, like Roger him- 
self, owed their elevation entirely to their own abilities. Of this class 
were Ralph Basset and his son Richard, the latter of whom is sometimes 
called capitalis iusticiorius. Some of them on the other hand were under- 
tenants, like Geoffrey de Clinton, who became a chamberlain in the 
king’s household, and some were barons of medium rank like Walter 
Espec of Malton or William de Albini of Belvoir. At first these justi- 
ciars confined themselves to hearing causes in which the king’s interest 
was concerned, but as time went on their reputation as skilled and ex- 
perienced judges attracted other litigation to the king’s court, and great 
men found it worth their while to pay the king considerable sums to be 
allowed to bring their grievances before them. By degrees, too, the prac- 
tice grew up of sending the justiciars on circuit round the shires to try 
the so-called “pleas of the Crown”; and here too they gradually extended 
their jurisdiction by the simple device of maintaining that all matters 
which endangered the king’s peace were matters that concerned the king 
and so came into the category of pleas that should come before a royal 
official. By this means a beginning was made towards bringing the local 
courts into touch with the Curia Regis, and towards disseminating 
through the land a common standard of law based on the practices of the 
king’s court. But it must not be thought that there was any intention as 
yet that the justiciars should supersede the local courts. Oil the contrary, 
the king’s court was far too irregular in its sessions and the king’s justice 
far too expensive to be of much service to ordinary suitors. For their 
suits and the repression of every-day crime, the shire and hundred 
courts remained the regular tribunals, and the only surviving ordinance 
of Henry’s reign is in fact one which strictly enjoins all men to attend 
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the local courts at the same times and in the same localities as in the 
days of King Edward. So far as the local courts were in danger, it was 
not from the interference of the king’s justiciars, but from the rivalry 
of the baronial and manor courts; and here too Henry protected the 
ancient communal tribunals, laying it down that suits between the tenants 
of different lords must be tried in the shire courts and not in the court 
of either lord. We can also see that throughout Henry’s reign quite 
serious attempts were being made to state the old English law, which 
was enforced in these courts, in an intelligible and rational way. Both 
the Conqueror and Henry had confirmed the lctga Eadwardi , but the 
Norman sheriffs had great difficulty in ascertaining what that law was. 
To help them, divers men set themselves to work not only to translate 
the old English dooms but also to systematise them, and as a result 
produced a number of very curious legal tracts which purport to har- 
monise the old English customary rules and set them forth in practicable 
form. The two most important examples are the tract called Qaadri- 
partitus and the so-called Leges Henrici. These were compiled apparently 
between the years 1113 and 1118 by anonymous French writers; and, 
though their authors had set themselves tasks which were quite beyond 
their powers, they nevertheless tell us many things of great value and 
shew especially that the Norman sheriffs were still gallantly attempting 
to maintain the old English ideas as to sake and soke. 

If the foregoing fiscal and judicial measures may probably be ascribed 
to Bishop Roger, there were many other developments during the reign 
in which we can trace the hand of the king. It is impossible to specify 
them all, but a selection may be mentioned to indicate their width of 
range. Such are the creation of the new dioceses of Ely and Carlisle in 
1109 and 1133; the appointment of the first Norman bishop to St David’s 
in 1115; the acceptance of Scutage from the Church fiefs, that is to say, 
of money contributions in lieu of the render of military service; the 
restoration of capital punishment; the settlement of a colony of Flemings 
in Pembrokeshire; the reform of the coinage, first in 1108 and then a 
second time in 1125; the institution, recorded in the famous Consti- 
tutio Domus Regis, of a new scale of stipends and allowances for the 
officials of the king’s household ; and finally the supersession in 1129 of 
the sheriffs of eleven counties and the appointment of two special com- 
missioners in their place to act as temporary custodes or joint sheriffs, so 
that the king might be made acquainted with all the details that went 
to make up the farms of the counties and be in a position to insist on his 
dues being paid to the uttermost farthing. 

Varied as were these developments, there yet remain two matters which 
cannot be altogether passed over, if we wish to outline Henry’s chief 
activities. The first is the king’s dealings with the baronage, the second 
his dealings with the merchants and craftsmen. As to the former, the view 
usually held seems to be that Henry always looked upon the mass of the 
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barons as his enemies, and that, so far as he did make grants of land, he 
deliberately endowed a class of ministerial nobles “to act as a counter- 
poise to the older Conquest nobility.” This view, however, fails to take 
account of a number of facts which point to other conclusions. It has 
of course some truth if applied to the first five years of Henry’s reign. 
In those years Henry without doubt had reason to suspect quite a number 
of the barons. But this early period is very distinct in character from the 
remaining thirty yearn of the reign, and after 1105 it is really a miscon- 
ception to picture either England or western Normandy as scenes of 
baronial insubordination. In eastern Normandy, in the Vexin, and round 
lilvreux, Henry had trouble enough, culminating in open rebellions in the 
years 1112, 1118, and 1123; but. in these districts he had to contend not 
only with a “perpetual pretender” in the person of his disinherited nephew 
William Clito, but also with persistent intrigues fomented by Louis VI. 
These factors kept the valleys of the Seine and Eure in a state of constant 
unrest. But the disaffection in these districts was not really formidable; 
for the men who proved disloyal were not the men with great fiefs on 
both sides of the Channel like the Giffards or Mortimers or the house of 
Warenne, but were either French counts whose territorial possessions 
were only partly in Normandy, such as Amaury de Montfort, the claimant 
to the county of Evreux, or Waleran Count of Meulan, or else the owners of 
border fiefs such as Hugh of Gournay or Richer of L’Aigle, whose position 
as marcher lords made them specially liable to be seduced from their 
allegiance. How far these two classes were made use of by Louis VI in 
his endeavours to arrest the expansion of Henry’s power can be read at 
length in the contemporary French and Norman chronicles ; but their 
double dealing had little effect in the long run, and their treacheries are 
mainly of interest because the repeated failure of their schemes made it 
plain to Henry that he need not fear his vassals or abstain for fear of 
ulterior consequences from the normal feudal practice of creating fiefs to 
reward his favourites. His feudal policy, at any rate in England, lends 
itself best to this interpretation. For hardly had he seized on the wide- 
spread fiefs held by the Malets and the Baignards, the Count of Mortain, 
and the houses of Grantraesnil and Montgomery, than he set to work to 
establish fresh baronies in their place which were just as extensive and 
just as formidable. Leading examples of such creations are the baronies 
given to the brothers Nigel and William de Albini; to Alan Fitz Flaald 
of Dol, the ancestor of the famous house of Stuart; to Humphry de Bohun 
and to Richard de Redvers; the honour of Wallingford conferred on 
Brian Fitz Count; the honour of Huntingdon made over to David of 
Scotland; and the still more important honour of Gloucester created for 
the king’s eldest illegitimate son, Robert of Caen. This latter fief, which 
had for its nucleus the English and Welsh lands of Robert Fitz Ilam on, 
was erected into an earldom in 1122. It fairly dominated the south- 
western counties and was as wide-spread and valuable as any barony created 
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by the Conqueror.. It was not, however, unique among Henry’s grants, 
but was matched ifi splendour by a rival barony which he built up in the 
east and north as an appanage for his favourite nephew Stephen of Biois, 
by throwing together the three great honours of Eye, Boulogne, and Lan- 
caster, in addition to creating him Count of Mortain in Normandy and 
securing for him the hand of the heiress of the county of Boulogne in 
France. It may perhaps be argued that family affection blinded Henry 
to the dangers involved in making Robert and Stephen so powerful; but 
no such plea can be advanced to account for his policy as a whole which 
included many grants to the Giffards and the Beaumonts and to the 
great houses of Clare and Bigod. Evidently his practice was founded on 
the conviction that the traitor barons had learned their lesson and that 
the Crown had grown powerful enough to be indifferent to would-be rivals. 
Other signs that point the same way are the restoration of Ranulf Flarn- 
bard to the see of Durham and a marked relaxation of the Conqueror’s 
rule about the building of castles. 

To appreciate Henry’s dealings with the craftsmen and trading classes 
it is necessary to obtain some notion of the number and size of the urban 
communities — “ports” as the English termed them — which existed in 
England in his day. When the Domesday survey was compiled in 1086, 
there were just about one hundred localities — styled for the most part 
“boroughs” — in which portmen {burgenses) or chapmen {mercatores) were 
to be found. Such particulars as can be gleaned from the survey about 
their organisation and customs are unfortunately difficult to interpret, 
owing to the scantiness of many of the returns and their entire lack of 
uniformity. But they are sufficient to shew that the word burgiis stood 
indifferently for several types of trading centre, i ncluding on the one hand 
walled “ports” of ancient fame, such as London, Oxford, and Stafford, 
and on the other tiny urban hamlets recently planted by Norman barons 
near their newly-built castles, as at Wigmore and Rhuddlan. The cardinal 
fact to be grasped is that the average burgiis at the beginning of the 
twelfth century was quite an insignificant community and often largely 
agricultural in character. In more than fifty instances the number of port- 
men {burgenses) is returned in the Domesday survey as less than a hundred, 
and in some thirty of these instances as less than fifty. On the other 
hand there are only some twenty boroughs where the record reports the 
existence of more than 500 portmen; and even boroughs of the rank of 
Gloucester and Chester were probably not much more populous than the 
small market-towns of to-day having populations of 3000 to 4000 souls. 
From the territorial point of view the lands and houses ( mamrae ) com- 
prised within the urban areas were in most boroughs held by a number 
of different lords, a feature which has been described by the term “ tenurial 
heterogeneity”; but as the Conqueror had arranged the distribution of 
the spoils, the king had the lion’s share, being possessed usually of not 
only the haws ( hagan ) and messuages {mansiones) which had formerly 
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belonged to King Edward but also of those which had belonged to the 
earls. We may in fact think of some seventy of the burgi as king’s 
boroughs, in so far as the king had the largest share of the house-rents 
( gafol ), and the king’s officers the control of their government. And from 
these urban properties the Oown was receiving in 1086 a revenue whose 
yearly value was round about JP2400. The sums at which the profits of 
London and Winchester were let to farm are nowhere recorded; but 
York, Lincoln, and Norwich, the three boroughs next in importance, were 
farmed for 00 a year each, Thetford and Bristol for about d?80 each, 
Oxford, Wallingford, Gloucester, and Hereford for £60 each, Canterbury, 
Wilton, and Stamford for £60 each, Ipswich for £40, Colchester, Hun- 
tingdon, Nottingham, and several others for £30, Yarmouth for £%*(, 
Hertford for £ C Z0, Buckingham for £16, and so on. There were also 
considerable sums derived from the mints, and various casual profits. 
The collection of this urban revenue was entrusted to the sheriffs and 
portreeves, who further were charged with the holding of the borough 
courts ( portmanmoots) and with the maintenance of law and order. Of 
the “ports” in which the king had no interests the most important in 
1086 were Sandwich, Hythe, Lewes, Chichester, Bury St Edmunds, 
Dunwieh, Shrewsbury, and Chester. 

During the next fifty years a few new boroughs were founded by the 
barons on their fiefs, and one by Henry himself at Dunstable; but the 
Pipe Roll of 1130 shews that the relative importance of the boroughs 
as a whole did not change much, except that Wallingford and Thetford 
somewhat decayed. The king, however, handed over his interests in 
Leicester and Warwick to the Beaumonts but, on the other hand, he 
recovered control of Shrewsbury and Chichester. The real interest of 
the Crown always lay in developing the boroughs as sources of revenue. 
That most of them did develop in population and trade under Rufus 
and Henry there can be little doubt; otherwise it would have been im- 
possible for them to support the very heavy taxes which were imposed 
upon them. But it is not easy to point to any very definite measures under- 
taken by Henry for the benefit of the towns as a whole, other than his 
strict maintenance of peace and order. There is ample evidence, on the 
other hand, as to his schemes of taxation, his chief measure being the 
abolition of the practice of taking Danegeld from the more important 
boroughs and the imposition in its place of much heavier levies known as 
“aids.” In 1130 these aids varied in amount from £3 in the ease of Winch- 
combc up to i?l£0 in the case of London. Here and there, however, Henry 
did do a little to encourage the beginnings of municipal self-government. 
He allowed the men of York and Wilton for example, and perhaps of 
Salisbury and Lincoln, to form merchant gilds, or voluntary societies, for 
the regulation of trade; he sold the right of farming the revenues of their 
borough to the men of Lincoln, thereby exempting them from the control 
of the sheriff in financial matters; and he issued charters confirming the 
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men of Bury St Edmunds, Leicester, and Beverley in the privileges which 
they had obtained from their immediate overlords. These measures would 
seem to have been tentative, and can hardly be construed as evidence of 
a definite policy pursued systematically throughout the reign. But just 
at its close Henry did in the case of London grant its burghers some 
extraordinary political privileges, which at any rate shewed that he did 
not regard them as a danger to his authority. London was in the pecu- 
liar position of being the largest borough in the kingdom but situated 
in the smallest shire, and in one moreover where the king had no rural 
demesne manors. The sheriff of Middlesex, on the other hand, except 
for his duties with regard to London, had very little to do. It seemed 
therefore obvious, if the Londoners were to farm the revenues of their 
borough like the men of Lincoln, as they wished to do, that there was 
little to be gained by maintaining a separate shire organisation. Henry, 
accordingly, leased to the Londoners the shrievalty of Middlesex en bloc 
and made them farmers of both Middlesex and London at an inclusive 
rent of £300 a year. At the same time he permitted them to appoint 
their own sheriff and their own justices, who were to keep and try the 
pleas of the Crown to the exclusion of every other justice. The Londoners 
thus acquired a very privileged and a very exceptional position, but one 
that they were not destined to maintain. 

The sketch just attempted of Henry’s domestic measures in England 
will have indicated how important they were in view of the future 
development of English institutions. To Henry himself, however, this 
side of his activities probably did not seem as important as his relations 
with his French neighbours; for out of the twenty-nine years which 
elapsed between 1106 and his death, he spent no less than seventeen years 
in Normandy. His contest with Louis VI dragged on intermittently till 
the death of William Cli to in 1128; but already in 1119 by a victory at 
Bremule, in the Vexin, Henry had virtually got the upper hand, and after 
that he only encountered minor troubles in the regions round Evreux 
and Breteuil. Even before his triumph at Bremule he had come to 
terms with Fulk V of Anjou, and arranged a match between his eldest 
son, who was just sixteen, and Fulk’s daughter. By this means he hoped 
eventually that the Norman house might recover the possession of Maine, 
as it was agreed between their parents that that county should be settled 
on the young pair. But in 1120 this cherished design was wrecked by a 
sudden catastrophe, which left the whole future of Henry’s dominions in 
complete uncertainty. This was the tragic death of the young William, 
who was drowned with his brother Richard and a number of other nobles 
while crossing the Channel. As the loss of the two princes left Henry 
without a legitimate male heir and as his wife Matilda had died in 1118, 
Henry’s thoughts naturally turned to a second marriage, and early in 
1121 he contracted an alliance with Adelaide, the daughter of the Duke 
of Lower Lorraine. But this marriage proved childless, and for four 
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years the question of how to provide for the succession still vexed the 
king, as he was loth to see it pass to his nephews of the house of Blois. 
He still had one legitimate child, his daughter Matilda, but she had 
been married in 1114 to Henry V of Germany, which seemed an in- 
superable bar to any plan of making her his heiress. To Henry’s relief 
this bar was removed by the death of the Emperor in 1125; whereupon 
Henry summoned Matilda back to England, and in 1127 he held a great 
council at which he required all the prelates and chief barons of England, 
headed by David of Scotland, Stephen of Blois, and Robert of Gloucester, 
to swear to accept her as their future sovereign. This arrangement many 
of them very much disliked, as it was unprecedented that England or 
Normandy should be ruled by a woman; nor was it yet disclosed what 
plans Henry had for providing her with a second husband. On this point 
Henry himself had unpopular but far-sighted views. He still desired to 
recover Maine, and so he approached the Count of Anjou again and 
proposed that the Empress should be married to Fulk’s son and heir, 
Geoffrey, nicknamed in later days Plantagenet. This of course was 
acceptable to Fulk, for it meant that on Henry’s death Geoffrey would 
not only unite Normandy to Anjou and Maine but would also become 
King of England and so be one of the most powerful princes in Western 
Europe. This prospect quite gratified Henry’s dynastic ambition, but it 
was viewed with extreme dislike both in England and Normandy, as 
most men of Norman blood regarded it as a disgrace that they should 
have to accept the rule of their hereditary foe. Henry, however, would 
not listen to any protests, and in June 1128 he brought his daughter to 
Le Mans, where she was married to Geoffrey in the presence of a brilliant 
assembly. Even then his anxieties for the future were not at an end. 
Geoffrey was not yet fifteen; and Matilda, who was twenty- five, and of a 
haughty disposition, soon quarrelled with her boy-husband. Many of 
the barons also declared that, as they had not given their consent to the 
match, they were no longer bound by the oaths as to the succession. 
Henry met this objection by demanding, in 1131, a renewal of tbeir 
oaths; but it was not till 1188 that he had the satisfaction of hearing 
that the Empress had borne a son, whom she duly christened Henry 
and whose advent seemed to place the question of the succession at 
length beyond dispute. Henry was now at the close of his sixty-fifth 
year. As he was still apparently quite vigorous, he hoped to see his young 
grandson reach an age when he might be accepted as king under his 
mother’s guardianship, and so obviate any opposition arising to a 
female succession. But this was not to be. In August 1188 the king 
crossed once more to Normandy anxious to see his little heir, but soon 
found himself involved in troubles with Geoffrey, who was now the 
reigning Count of Anjou, having succeeded his father in 1129, when 
Fulk had withdrawn to Palestine to become King of Jerusalem. We are 
told that Geoffrey wanted castles in Normandy; and as Henry would not 
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accede to his wishes, he provoked William Talvas of Belleme to revive 
his hereditary grievances and stir up trouble in the country round Seez. 
Henry replied by outlawing Talvas, and in 1135 laid siege to his castle at 
Alen^on. The fortress did not hold out long against him, but the expe- 
dition was Henry’s last effort. A few weeks later he was taken suddenly 
ill while hunting in the Vexin, and died on 1 December at Lions-le-Foret, 
having reigned a little over thirty-five years. 

C. Reign of Stephen (1135-1154). 

As soon as Henry’s death was known, it rapidly became apparent 
that his cherished schemes for his daughter’s succession were not likely to 
be carried out. Had his little grandson been older, a considerable party 
would no doubt have favoured his accession and been willing to risk the 
dangers of a long minority ; but, as things were, hardly anyone wanted 
the crown to pass to the Empress, not only because there were no prece- 
dents for the accession of a woman, but because she was personally 
disliked for her arrogance and because men of Norman blood hated the 
idea of having to submit to her Angevin husband. Even the Earl of 
Gloucester made no move, so far as we know, in favour of his half-sister; 
and such magnates as were gathered at Rouen began openly to discuss 
whether the succession should not be offered to Theobald, Count of Blois, 
as being the Conqueror’s eldest male descendant and the person best able 
to withstand the claims of the Count of Anjou. This discussion, however, 
led to no decision ; and meanwhile Theobald’s brother Stephen, who 
was at Boulogne when Henry died, without consulting his fellow-magnates, 
made up his mind to bid for the crown himself, and embarked for England 
with the intention of playing the same part as his uncle Henry had done 
thirty-five years before. There can be no denying that, if the oaths of 
allegiance taken to Matilda in 1127 and 1131 were to be disregarded, 
Stephen’s territorial position as Count of Mortain and lord of the wealthy 
honours of Boulogne, Eye, and Lancaster made him a much more suitable 
candidate for the throne than Theobald. For Theobald, though promi- 
nent in France, was practically a stranger in England ; whereas Stephen 
had lived among the English for some thirty years and had married a 
lady who, like the Empress, could claim descent from the old Saxon 
kings. Stephen, too, was known as a brave and affable prince, who was 
quite a favourite with the Londoners ; and he had also gained credit 
with the Church by establishing a band of monks from Savigny at 
Furness on his Lancashire fief, thereby introducing a new monastic order 
into England. It is not surprising then that, when he presented him- 
self in London and no other candidate’s name was put forward, the 
citizens, alarmed at the prospect of an interregnum, at once declared in 
his favour and encouraged him to hurry on to Winchester to win over 
the officials of the Exchequer and secure the royal treasury. At Winchester 
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he was welcomed by the citizens, as he had been in London, and also by 
his younger brother Henry of Blois, the powerful bishop of the diocese, 
who was not only prepared to disregard his oath to the Empress, but also 
eagerly lent his aid in persuading others and especially William of Corbeil, 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, to do likewise. The archbishop was 
full of scruples, but was at last persuaded to accept Stephen in re- 
turn for a promise that he would restore to the Church its liberties; 
and so also were the Bishop of Salisbury and the chamberlain, William 
de Pont de 1’ Arche, the heads of the administration, who placed the 
royal treasure and the castle of Winchester at his disposal. Thus 
strengthened Stephen returned to London and was duly crowned at 
Westminster within three weeks of receiving the news of his uncle’s death. 
The attendance of barons at the coronation was small, but no one 
challenged its propriety; and as soon as the news of it reached Rouen, 
the barons who were in Normandy, such as the Earls of Leicester and 
Surrey and the Count of Meulan together with all the Norman bishops 
acquiesced in the decision. Count Theobald too, bearing his brother’s 
success with equanimity, took up his cause and negotiated a truce on his 
behalf with Count Geoffrey of Anjou. The Empress, however, was not at 
all content, and at once appealed to Pope Innocent II against Stephen’s 
usurpation; nor did the Earl of Gloucester give in his adhesion. For 
the time, however, Stephen had clearly triumphed, and a little later he 
was also successful at the Curia, his emissaries backed by the influence of 
the King of France getting the better of those sent by the Empress and 
obtaining a letter from Innocent in which he recognised Stephen as King 
of England and Duke of Normandy. As the oaths of fealty which had 
been sworn to Matilda were Stephen's greatest stumbling-block, this 
recognition by the power which could absolve men from their oaths was 
a great feather in Stephen’s cap, and for the time made him feel 
fairly secure as regarded the future. And so no doubt he would have 
been, had he possessed the cunning of his predecessor, or even sufficient 
foresight and tenacity to strike at his probable enemies before their 
preparations were matured. Such ideas were, however, entirely foreign to 
Stephen's nature ; and hence, instead of making good his initial success, 
and devising means to remove all supporters of the Empress’ cause, as 
King Henry in his day had removed Robert of Belleme, which would have 
impressed his subjects, he merely rested content with the position lie had 
so recklessly snatched, or at best tried to win over those whom he sus- 
pected of being disloyal by concessions. Even this timid policy, though 
expensive, might have succeeded, had Stephen only had men of his own 
calibre to fight against. In the Empress, however, he had opposed to him 
a most tenacious .woman, who had at her side in the persons of her 
husband Geoffrey and her half-brother Robert two very sagacious 
captains, who knew how to wait and scheme and take advantage of 
Stephen’s difficulties. The result was that before two years were gone by 
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Stephen’s influence began to wane, and on both sides of the Channel men 
began to whisper that he was a mild and soft ruler, and to realise that 
he was quite incapable of maintaining the good peace which had persisted 
so long under his predecessor. 

The first persons to oppose Stephen openly were the vicomte of the 
Hiesmois who admitted the Empress to Argentan and Exmes, William 
Talvas of Ponthieu and Belleme who regained Alem^on, and David of 
Scotland who made a raid into Cumberland and Northumberland nomin- 
ally in the interest of his niece but really to secure those districts for his 
son Henry. Leaving Normandy to be dealt with later, Stephen promptly 
hurried to Durham, and in February 1136 came to an agreement with 
David by the simple process of granting half his demands. The terms 
agreed were that David should acknowledge Stephen as king, and that 
Stephen in return should grant Cumberland to Henry as a fief, and also 
put him in possession of the honour of Huntingdon, which had long been 
held by the King of Scots in right of his wife. Stephen seems to have 
considered this settlement a good bargain, and in a way it was something 
of a family arrangement, Henry being Stephen’s nephew; but as Stephen 
was soon to discover it had two drawbacks. It did not really satisfy David, 
and it offended the powerful Earl of Chester who, having himself claims 
on Cumberland, was converted into a life-long adversary. Returning to 
London, Stephen celebrated his first Easter as king by holding a magnifi- 
cent court, at which his wife Matilda was crowned. This court was attended 
by no fewer than nineteen bishops, English and Norman, and by at least 
forty barons drawn from all parts of the kingdom. The paucity of mag- 
nates at his own coronation was thus fully made good; and a little later 
even the Earl of Gloucester crossed the Channel and outwardly came to 
terms with him. The only overt opposition to his rule during the rest of 
this year came from Hugh Bigod in Norfolk, and from a petty rising in 
Devon headed by Baldwin de Redvers and Robert of Bampton. These 
troubles however were easily met, and in 1137 Stephen found himself free 
to cross to Normandy, where he remained for nine months. 

Though the Empress was still in possession of Argentan and some 
other castles, Stephen, had he played his cards well, ought to have had 
no difficulty in dispossessing her; for he had the support of Louis VI of 
France, who in May invested him with the duchy, while Geoffrey of Anjou 
had bitterly incensed the inhabitants of central Normandy in the previous 
year by a futile raid on Lisieux in which his men had been guilty of many 
outrages. Unfortunately, Stephen brought with him a band of Flemings 
led by his personal friend William of Ypres, and in resisting a renewed 
invasion by Count Geoffrey he gave great offence to the Norman leaders 
by entrusting the chief command to this Flemish knight. This act was a 
far-reaching blunder, as it not only alienated such important men as 
William of Warenne and Hugh of Gournay, but led to fresh quarrels 
with Robert of Gloucester, who accused the Fleming of suspecting his 
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loyalty and of attacking him treacherously. Gloucester was thus thrown 
once again on to the side of his half-sister, which meant that Stephen 
was unable to dislodge the Empress and consequently his position in 
Normandy, especially in the Bessin where Gloucester’s Norman fiefs lay, 
was left even more insecure when he re-embarked for England than when 
he had landed. When he departed he left the government of Normandy in 
the hands of William of Roumare, lord of the honour of Bolingbroke in 
England, a half-brother of the Earl of Chester, who is spoken of as justiciar. 
Under him the ducal administration was maintained in eastern Normandy 
for some time longer, but Stephen himself never returned to his duchy. 

The year 1138 must be reckoned the turning-point in Stephen’s for- 
tunes. Left to his own devices in Normandy, Robert of Gloucester soon 
formed a definite alliance with Count Geoffrey, and in May sent a formal 
defiance to Stephen, declaring him a usurper and renouncing his allegiance. 
This action almost immediately brought about in England the defection 
of a number of west-country barons who were Gloucester’s neighbours or 
kinsmen, such as William Fitz Alan of Oswestry, Ralph Paganel of Dudley, 
and several Somerset and Dorset landowners, headed by William de Mohun, 
lord of Dunster. Nor were these the only malcontents whom Stephen 
found himself called upon to meet. For quite early in the year Miles de 
Beauchamp, a Bedfordshire knight, provoked by a decision to confer the 
Beauchamp barony on a cadet of the house of Beaumont, had fortified 
Bedford castle against him, while in the north King David once more 
invaded Northumberland. As before, David’s main object was to secure 
Northumberland as an earldom for his son; but this time he was much 
more bent on his scheme than in 1136, having gauged Stephen’s character. 
Foiled in his first attack in the spring, he renewed his inroads in the 
summer, and having been joined by Eustace Fitz John of Alnwick pressed 
forward through Durham into Yorkshire. By this time Stephen had too 
many troubles to meet in the south to come north himself ; but the 
general alarm, coupled with the exhortations of Thurstan, the venerable 
Archbishop of York, led nearly all the important northern barons, with 
the exception of the Earl of Chester, to take the field and join their forces 
to the levies of the archbishop in order to bar David’s farther progress. 
The battle which ensued in August near Northallerton, known as the 
battle of the Standard because the English had in their midst a waggon 
bearing the consecrated banners of the archbishop’s three minster churches 
— St Peter of York, St John of Beverley, and St Wilfrid of Ripon — ended 
in a rout for the over-audacious Scots. But there was no pursuit, David 
merely retreated to Carlisle, and in the following spring his niece, Queen 
Matilda, negotiated a permanent peace with him, acting on her husband’s 
behalf, under which Henry, the heir to Scotland, who was already Earl 
of Huntingdon, was created Earl of Northumberland as well and was 
invested with the Crown lands in that county with the exception of the 
castles of Bamburgh and Newcastle, Meanwhile Stephen had done his 
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best to cope with the risings in the south and west; but though he had 
reduced Shrewsbury and several castles in Somerset, he had hesitated to 
attack Bristol, which was the chief stronghold of the Empress 1 party. 
His efforts were consequently ineffective; nor were his lieutenants in 
Normandy any more successful in coping with the Earl of Gloucester, 
who went so far as to invite Count Geoffrey to Caen and Bayeux. In fact 
by December 1138 men could see that Stephen’s initial luck was deserting 
him, and that it was certain that the Empress would not abandon her 
claims without a severe struggle. 

In the spring of 1139 Stephen’s position was still comparatively 
advantageous. He had settled with the Scots. The wealthiest districts 
of England and Normandy favoured his cause, and so did the Church, 
whose liberty he had publicly confirmed by a charter granted in accordance 
with his coronation promises. As for the control of the Church, he had 
quite recently secured the archbishopric of Canterbury for Theobald, 
Abbot of Bee, his own nominee, and he had obtained the still higher post 
of legate for his brother Henry. He had control of the exchequer and the 
judicial system. His revenues were still ample, and the Empress and 
Gloucester had not ventured to cross the Channel. But in June Stephen 
by his own act, perhaps to please the Beaumonts, forfeited the Church’s 
support by requiring the Bishops of Salisbury and Lincoln to surrender 
their castles. Roger of Salisbury, the old justiciar', and his nephew Alex- 
ander had no doubt grown exceedingly arrogant, and in time of peace it 
might have been politic to curtail their pretensions. But it was unwise 
to attack them j ust when the real struggle for the throne was beginning, 
and stupid to submit them to indignities and throw them into prison 
when they refused to comply with the royal demands. It was in vain that 
Stephen urged the familiar plea that they were arrested as barons and 
not as bishops. Immediately all the English prelates were up in arms, 
led by the Bishop of Winchester who, acting under his commission as 
legate, called together a synod at which he denounced his brother’s actions. 
Stephen, however, would give no redress, and three months later, on the 
death of Bishop Roger, seized all his plate and treasures. 

It was in the midst of these dissensions that the Empress and the Earl 
of Gloucester decided to come to England. They landed in the autumn 
at Arundel, bringing 140 knights with them. This was the signal for civil 
war to break out in earnest. At once Miles of Brecknock, who was also 
constable of Gloucester, and Brian Fitz Count, the lord of the honour of 
Wallingford, threw off the mas k and j oined the Earl of Gloucester at 
Bristol; two adhesions which gave the Empress control of the upper 
Thames region; and soon the whole south-west from Wiltshire to Corn- 
wall was practically lost to Stephen, together with Herefordshire. But 
elsewhere very few barons joined Matilda’s standard openly, the most 
notable man to do so being' Nigel, Bishop of Ely, who had shared in the 
indignities meted out to his uncle Bishop Roger and who was eager for 
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revenge. The main object of the Empress was to expand her influence 
eastwards and get possession of London and Winchester, the acknow- 
ledged seats of government; for it was idle to proclaim herself queen 
until she could see her way to secure coronation at Westminster. 
Events were to shew, however, that her military forces were too weak 
for this purpose, unless she could win over one or more of the greater 
magnates in the eastern counties and so undermine Stephen’s hold on 
that side of England. But this she never really accomplished, in spite of 
some momentary successes; and so the struggle, after dragging on for 
some eight years, was, in 1148, dropped without achieving anything 
beyond a pitiful devastation of the countryside and the total disorgani- 
sation of Henry Ts elaborate system of government. In 1140 the chief 
fighting was in Wiltshire and was characterised by many excesses and 
cruelties on the part of the Empress’ men. But the raids and sieges had 
no marked effect on Stephen’s defences and did not even deter Louis VII, 
who had become King of France in 1137, from betrothing his sister 
Constance to Stephen’s eldest son. It would seem, however, that Stephen’s 
confidence was shaken, for the year is marked by the creation of three 
new earldoms in favour of Hugh Bigod, William of ltoumare, and Geof- 
frey de Mandeville. These three barons became respectively Earls of 
Norfolk, Lincoln, and Essex; and as they all later on played Stephen 
false, it certainly looks as if these new dignities were conferred in the 
hope of binding men to his side whose allegiance was known to be 
wavering. If so, Stephen’s action may be criticised as unwise and weak 
and as shewing his want of foresight. At the same time it should be 
noted that the recipients of his favour were all magnates of the first 
rank and quite able to support these dignities out of their own resources; 
nor was the policy of creating additional earls a novelty in 1140. 
Both Rufus and Henry I had adopted it sparingly ; and Stephen him- 
self in 1138, before he was in any danger, had made William of Aura ale 
and Robert de Ferrers Earls of York and Derby respectively, to reward 
them for their services in repelling the Scots, and had further set up a 
marcher earldom of Pembroke for Gilbert of Clare in the hope of pro- 
viding a leader to repel the Welsh princes who, in 1136, had slain Clare’s 
elder brother Richard Fitz Gilbert and overrun the cantrefs of Cardigan 
and Dyfed and the vale of Towy. 

The first of the magnates advanced by Stephen to comital rank to 
desert his cause was the Earl of Lincoln, who was dissatisfied because 
his Norman estates were in danger and because the custody of the royal 
castle at Lincoln, which he claimed as heir of the house of Tailbois, had 
not been entrusted to him by the king as well as the earldom of the 
county. To shew his displeasure the earl, with the help of his half- 
brother Itanulf, Earl of Chester, who had equally large interests in 
Lincolnshire and his own grievances to avenge, seized Lincoln Castle at 
dhristmastide 1140; and, when Stephen hurried thither with a royal 
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force to drive them out, sent messages to the Earl of Gloucester asking 
him to come and assist them. Naturally Earl Robert seized so favour- 
able an opportunity to obtain a footing in the eastern counties; and on 
2 February 1141 a battle was fought outside the gates of Lincoln, in 
which Stephen, though he had the assistance of six earls, was beaten and 
himself captured. So unexpected a stroke of fortune, after a period 
of almost stalemate lasting some sixteen months, seemed at first a deci- 
sive triumph for the Empress. Not that the victory gave her the control 
of Lincolnshire. The brother earls were merely fighting for their own 
hands and had no more desire to see her in real authority than the 
easy-going Stephen. Nor were the citizens of Lincoln and the minor 
landowners of the shire won over. But still the possession of Stephen’s 
person seemed everything; and Earl Robert, to whom he had surrendered, 
at once carried him off to Gloucester and a few days later lodged him in 
Bristol Castle for safe keeping. 

The Empress herself, on hearing her good fortune, was intoxicated 
with joy, and at once started for Winchester with the object of securing 
the royal treasure and the king’s crown, which were kept in the castle. It 
was at this juncture that Stephen’s folly in offending the churchmen 
made itself felt. Instead of opposing the Empress, Henry of Winchester, 
the legate, came to meet her at Wherwell and agreed to recognise her 
as “Lady of England” {Domina Angliae), on the condition that he should 
have his way in all ecclesiastical matters. This conditional adhesion of 
Stephen’s brother was followed by the surrender of Winchester Castle, 
and on 3 March the Empress was able to have herself proclaimed Queen 
of England in Winchester market-place. But she had yet to be elected 
and to secure London, before she could be crowned with the traditional 
rites in Westminster Abbey. A month later, in the absence of the 
Empress, the legate called another synod together at Winchester and in 
the name of the Church declared her elected, but it was only towards 
the end of June that she was able to enter London. Meantime she had 
been acting as de facto sovereign, appointing a bishop of London, and 
creating new earldoms of Cornwall, Devon, and Somerset for her half- 
brother Reginald and her well-tried supporters, Baldwin de Red vers and 
William de Mohun. Oxford, too, had been surrendered to her and the 
Earl of Essex brought over to her side by the grant of a number of 
valuable Crown estates, and by his appointment as hereditary sheriff and 
justiciar of his county. The Empress, however, was not destined to be 
actually crowned. During her brief tenure of power she had excited 
general disgust by her intolerable arrogance; and she reached London with 
only a small following to find herself almost immediately threatened by 
the advance of Stephen’s queen on Southwark with a considerable force. 
This marks the turn of the tide. Immediately the Londoners rose and 
forced the Empress, who had tried to tax them, to an ignominious flight, 
whereupon Henry of Winchester went back to his brother’s side. To 
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avenge this the Empress besieged him at Winchester, but Queen Matilda, 
with the Londoners and many barons, came to the rescue and not only 
routed the Em press’ forces but took the Earl of Gloucester prisoner. 
The Empress’ cause was at once ruined. On 1 November Stephen was re- 
leased in exchange for Gloucester, and at Christmas he was re-crowned 
at Canterbury by Archbishop Theobald. 

The restoration of Stephen to power in eastern and central England 
in no way put an end to the civil war. All through the spring and 
summer of 1142 the Empress remained in possession of her advanced 
post at Oxford, eager to march again to London, and it was not till the 
Earl of Gloucester had departed to Normandy to seek help from the 
Count of Anjou that Stephen renewed his attacks. Meantime, both 
leaders had been bargaining for support. Stephen, for example, late in 
1141 created two more earls, making the head of the great house of 
Clare Earl of Hertford, and giving the earldom of Sussex to William of 
Albiui, who, as husband of Henry I’s widow, had possession of the honour 
of Arundel in addition to his extensive Norfolk fief. These grants seem 
to have been made in reply to the Empress, who somewhat earlier had 
created Miles of Gloucester and Brecon, her staunchest supporter, Earl of 
Hereford. Stephen also journeyed north to York and came to terms with 
the Earls of Chester and Lincoln. The stiffest bargaining, however, was 
over the allegiance of the crafty Geoffrey de Mandeville, Earl of. Essex, 
who was hereditary Constable of the Tower of London. He had at once 
deserted the Empress when the Londoners expelled her, and at Christ- 
mas 1141 had obtained an extraordinary charter from Stephen which 
made him hereditary Sheriff and Justiciar of Middlesex and Hertford- 
shire as well as of Essex, and bestowed upon him and his son lands worth 
no less than JP500 a year. But even this enormous endowment at the 
expense of the Crown did not keep the earl faithful for many months. In 
June the Empress again won him over by yet more lavish promises and 
by conferring an English earldom on Aubrey de Vere, Count of Guisnes 
and Chamberlain of England, his wife’s brother, who took Oxfordshire 
for his county though his lands lay near Colchester. Such preposterous 
bids and counterbids apparently shew that both sides considered Man- 
deyille’s support the key to victory, carrying as it did the control of 
the Tower of London; but the extravagance of these concessions should 
not be regarded as typical of the methods of either leader. If they had 
been, neither Stephen nor the Empress would have retained any re- 
sources. Only one other person, in fact, is known to have received 
exceptionally large grants of land. This was the Fleming, William of 
Ypres; but he received no offices and well repaid Stephen’s generosity 
by his devoted services. 

The pause for negotiations was followed in the autumn of 1142 by a 
determined attack on Oxford. The town was easily occupied, but the 
Empress held out in the castle for three months, and eventually escaped 
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on a snowy night by climbing down a rope hung from the battlements, and 
got away to Wallingford. By this time the Earl of Gloucester had returned 
from Normandy bringing the Empress’ little son Henry with him and 
a force of 360 knights. But this reinforcement was inadequate to restore 
his sister’s fortunes and only enabled him in 1143 and 1144 to maintain 
his hold on Dorset and Wiltshire. Meantime Stephen took heart, and 
late in 1143 forced the Earl of Essex to surrender his castles. This 
move gave Stephen undisputed control of London and Essex, but Man- 
deville himself set up his standard in the fenlands, and having seized 
Ramsey and the Isle of Ely, held out there, plundering the surrounding 
country like a brigand until his death from a wound nine months later. 
A terrible account of his cruelties, especially of his pitiless attacks on 
villages and churches and of his extortions and use of torture, can be read 
in the Peterborough Chronicle; for there can be little doubt that the 
much-quoted picture of Stephen’s reign, with which the Chronicle ends, 
though it professes to be a picture of all England, was really inspired by 
memories of the outrages which the monks had seen enacted in their 
own neighbourhood in 1144. With the removal of Mandeville and the 
return of Vere to his allegiance the Empress’ chances of success finally 
faded away. For three years more the Earl of Gloucester kept up a desul- 
tory struggle; but he too died in 1147, and early the next year Matilda, 
convinced that all hope of gaining her inheritance was gone, left England 
for good, her little son Henry having departed some time previously. 

Freed of his rival’s presence, Stephen had a second chance of making 
himself master of England. The Angevin party was at a very low ebb, 
and had he made a determined effort to secure Wallingford, Gloucester, 
and Bristol, he might have reduced it to submission. He was, however, 
much too easy-going to seize the opportunity, and allowed five years 
(1147-1152) to pass away, during which no active operations are recorded, 
except a half-hearted attempt to take Worcester from the men of the 
Count of Meulan, who had declared definitely for the Empress to escape 
losing his Beaumont patrimony in Normandy. Even when the young 
Henry reappeared in England in 1149 to rally his depressed friends, 
Stephen made no attempt at all to interfere with his movements, but 
allowed the youth to journey unmolested all the way to Carlisle to visit 
his great-uncle King David. When he heard that the Earl of Chester, 
who desired to secure Lancaster, had also gone to Carlisle, he was indeed 
obliged to take some notice; but his action took the unwise form of 
bribing the earl to remain loyal by extravagant grants of land in Notting- 
hamshire and Leicestershire and by allowing him once more to take 
possession of Lincoln Castle. This undignified move achieved its purpose 
for the moment; and Henry, who was only sixteen, retired to Normandy 
having effected nothing. That Henry’s visit was so peaceful shews that 
both sides were tired of fighting; and evidently Stephen, provided he was 
left in peace, was quite content to let south-western England alone. It 
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did not seem to matter to him that his writs did not run there. In the 
bulk of England on the other hand, where the popular sentiment was on 
his side, he still maintained his predecessor’s forms of government, 
appointing sheriffs and justices and holding the royal and communal 
courts; but such scraps of evidence as we have shew that his revenues 
were carelessly collected, and that the standard of order which he main- 
tained was a very low one, each petty baron being allowed to build him- 
self a stronghold and pursue his private feuds with his neighbours without 
much hindrance. The simple explanation is that Stephen was fast ageing. 
In 1147 he must have been nearly sixty, and it was only in ecclesiastical 
matters, where fighting was not needful, that he seems still to have 
desired to get his way. But even this display of will was unfortunate, as 
it led him into a serious quarrel with Pope Eugenius III over filling the 
archbishopric of York and into a rash attempt to prevent the Archbishop 
of Canterbury from attending a council held by the Pope at Rheims in 
1148. In both matters Stephen could plead that he was following in the 
footsteps of Henry I; but the ecclesiastical world regarded his actions as 
breaches of his promise that the Church should be free. The result was 
that both the Papacy and Archbishop Theobald became his declared 
enemies; and when in 1151 Stephen desired to have his son Eustace 
crowned and formally recognised as his successor, they both refused to 
permit any prelate to perform the ceremony, even though Stephen gave 
way in the matter of the archbishopric of York. In spite of this rebuff, 
as he had survived so many difficulties, and as the Count of Anjou and 
his wife continued to leave him in peace, Stephen at this time probably 
considered his son’s succession reasonably certain. But the reality was 
different. The real danger lay not in England but in Normandy, where 
the Count of Anjou had been steadily gaining power year by year ever 
since Stephen had turned his back on the duchy in 1188. As a prudent 
roan, Count Geoffrey had never shewn any desire to help his wife in 
England; but in the duchy he had made the most of every opportunity 
for establishing her claims, and by patience had not only conquered the 
land but by his good government had almost brought the inhabitants 
to forget their anti-Angevin bias and become supporters of his family 
interests. He had first begun to make progress in 1141 when he got 
possession of Ealaise and Lisieux. In 1142 he acquired the Avranehin 
and the Cotentin. By the end of 1148 the majority of the Norman pre- 
lates and fief-holders joined him, led by the Count of Meulan; and in 
1144 even the capital and the Archbishop of Rouen submitted, where- 
upon Geoffrey publicly assumed the title of duke. A little later Louis VII 
formally invested him with the duchy, and by 1145 only the castle of 
Arques still held out for Stephen. Having conquered the duchy, Geoffrey 
at once set to work to restore it to order, but he was wise enough to 
make it clear that he held his prize for his son Henry and not for himself. 
Wherever he could, he continued the institutions and policy of Henry I, 
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and made no attempt to introduce Angevin customs. He suppressed the 
justiciarship and made Rouen much more the capital than it had been 
before, but he retained all the traditions of the Anglo-Norman chancery, 
and when he wanted new officials drew his recruits from Normandy and 
not from Anjou. He had his son instructed by the most famous Norman 
scholar of the time, William of Conches, and in issuing charters, though 
he ignored the Empress, frequently joined the young Henry’s name with his 
own, and declared that he was acting with his advice and consent. Finally, 
as soon as his son, in 1150, reached the age of seventeen, he invested him 
with the duchy and himself withdrew to Anjou. The very next year Count 
Geoffrey in the prime of his manhood died suddenly of a fever, and the young 
Henry unexpectedly found himself Count of Anjou and Maine as well as 
Duke of Normandy, and secure at any rate on the continent in the position 
which his grandfather Henry I had so ardently desired should be in store 
for him. The sudden elevation of the young Henry to a position of power 
and prestige was a threat to Stephen which he could not well have anti- 
cipated; and the menace became even greater in May 1152, when the 
young duke was married to Eleanor of Aquitaine, the divorced wife of 
Louis VII, and in her right became Count of Poitou and overlord of all 
the fiefs in south-western France from Limoges to the Pyrenees. At a 
stroke Henry had become feudal head of territories as large as Stephen’s, 
and it was only to he expected that, as soon as he possibly could, he would 
make a serious attempt to regain his mother’s English inheritance. 

The imminence of the danger woke up Stephen. As soon as he heard 
of Henry’s doings, he renewed his demand that Eustace should be crowned 
and also ordered an attack on Wallingford, the unsubdued stronghold 
whence Brian Fitz Count had defiantly upheld the cause of the Empress 
in the Thames valley for nearly fourteen years. The resumption of active 
measures, however, came too late. Rather than obey Stephen, Archbishop 
Theobald fled across the Channel, and before the resistance of Wallingford 
could be overcome Henry himself arrived in England with a small force 
of knights and foot-soldiers. He landed in January 1153 and at once 
received an offer of support from the Earl of Chester. A few weeks later 
he captured Malmesbury and relieved Wallingford. But the desire for 
peace was so general that a truce was agreed upon for negotiations. This 
enabled Henry to visit Bristol, whence he set out on a march through 
central England, visiting in turn Warwick, Leicester, Stamford, and 
Nottingham. The reception he met with was a mixed one, but clearly 
the midlands were wavering. Meantime Stephen was detained in East 
Anglia, having to face the Earl of Norfolk who had seized Ipswich in 
Henry’s interest. So matters stood six months after Henry’s landing, when 
suddenly England was startled by the news that Stephen’s heir Eustace 
had died at Bury St Edmunds. Only a year before Stephen had lost his 
devoted wife, and this second family catastrophe seems to have deprived 
him of all desire to prolong the dynastic struggle, even though he had 
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another son in whose interest he might have gone on fighting. He ac- 
cordingly permitted his brother the Bishop of Winchester to join with 
Archbishop Theobald in mediating a peace, by which it was arranged 
that he should remain King of England for his life but that Henry should 
be recognised as his successor and should in future be consulted in all the 
business of the realm. This settlement, which was ratified in November 
by Henry and his partisans doing homage to Stephen at Winchester be- 
fore an assembly of magnates, was welcome to all parties; to Stephen 
because he was old and broken, to Stephen’s heir William because he was 
unambitious and was guaranteed the earldotn of Surrey in right of his 
wife and also the succession to all his father’s private fiefs, to the barons 
because it freed them from the fear of the rule of the Empress and secured 
them the restoration of their Norman estates, to the leaders of the Church 
and the Papacy because it meant the humiliation of a prince who had 
tried to thwart them, and to the mass of the people because it promised 
the return of order after fifteen years of license and the destruction of the 
mushroom castles which had been dominating the country-side. To the 
young Henry the slight concessions made to Stephen were unimportant. 
He was still under twenty-one and could well afford to wait for an undis- 
puted succession. Besides he had plenty of problems to occupy his attention 
in his continental duchies and could not afford to remain indefinitely in 
England. As it turned out, Henry had not to stand aside for long. Having 
set the work of restoration on foot he withdrew about Easter 1154 to 
Normandy, but six months later Stephen died and in December Henry 
returned to London for his coronation at Westminster, determined to 
re-establish his grandfather’s system of government in every particular. 

The years which witnessed the struggle for the throne between Stephen 
and Matilda form a dismal and barren period when compared with the 
thirty years of peace and progress enjoyed under the elder Henry. It is 
doubtful, however, whether historians have not been inclined to paint them 
in too sombre colours, indulging in generalisations which seem to assume 
that all parts of England were plunged into anarchy for fifteen years. So 
far as fighting is concerned, this clearly was not the case. At times and 
in certain districts, chiefly in the valley of the upper Thames and in the 
fens round Ely and Ramsey, there was no doubt serious havoc; but in 
the greater part of England the fighting was never very serious or pro- 
longed. What the people had to complain of was the failure to put down 
ordinary crime and robbery and the ineffectiveness of the courts of j ustice. 
They could see the feudal lords constantly arrogating new powers to 
themselves, and attempting new exactions. But it is impossible to suppose 
that the feudal lords as a whole were guilty of the crimes and outrages 
which undoubtedly were committed: by some of the Empress’ captains in 
Wiltshire and by Geoffrey de Mandeville. The pictures painted in the 
Peterborough Chronicle and by monastic writers generally are certainly 
overdrawn. If some feudal lords were turbulent and cruel, it cannot be 
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overlooked that a considerable number of the magnates from Stephen 
downwards were remarkable at this period for tlieir works of piety. It 
was in Stephen’s reign that the only English monastic order was founded 
by Gilbert of Sempringham, that the canons of Premontre first came 
to England, and that the Orders of Savigny and Citeaux spread over the 
country. In all more than fifty religious houses were founded and en- 
dowed by the baronage at this time. Castle building and priory building 
in fact go very much together. Another point to be remembered is that 
for the most part the boroughs were free from exactions throughout the 
reign. A few were the scenes of fighting, but none had to pay the heavy 
aids which Henry had imposed. It was the same with the Danegeld. So 
far as is known Stephen never attempted to levy it. The charge against 
him is, not that he was avaricious but that he failed to get in his revenues. 
All accounts agree that he was genial and generous. He had no ambition 
to play a part on the continent or to be an autocrat; and so he let the 
powers of the Crown be curtailed, and lived on his own revenues. His 
reign in fact was disastrous for the autocratic ideal of government set up 
by the Conqueror and elaborated by Henry; it also witnessed a growth 
in the pretensions of the clergy, and the practice of appealing to the Pope. 
But to those who do not place order above everything and who realise 
how oppressive Henry’s government was becoming in spite of its legality, 
it must always remain a moot question whether Stephen’s reign was such 
a total set-back for the mass of the people as the ecclesiastical writers of 
the day would have us believe. At any rate, in the sphere of the arts, of 
learning, and of manners there were movements which are hard to 
reconcile with an age given over to anarchy. In architecture, for in- 
stance, the activity, which under Henry’s orderly rule had perhaps 
culminated in Flam bard’s buildings at Durham, by no means ceased. 
On the contrary, it was under Stephen that the great naves were erected 
at Norwich and Bury St Edmunds by Bishop Eborard and Abbot 
Anselm, that the minster arose at Romsey and the noble hospital of 
St Cross at Winchester, that the pointed arch was introduced at 
Fountains and Buildwas, that stone vaulting began to be used for large 
spans in place of the flat painted wooden ceilings, and that sculptured 
doorways became numerous. In literature and learning it was the period 
when Geoffrey of Monmouth published his epoch-making romances and 
was rewarded by Stephen with the bishopric of St Asaph ; when 
Adelard, the pioneer student of Arabic science and philosophy, wrote 
his treatise on the astrolabe at Bath and dedicated it to the young 
Henry Plantagenet; when Robert of Cricklade abridged Pliny’s Natural 
History, and when John of Salisbury acquired his love of the classics. 
It was the period when the ideas of chivalry began to take hold of the 
baronage, and when tournaments first became popular. Finally, it was a 
period when no attempt was made to debase the coinage, and when the 
two races, French and English, began to be blended into one nation. 
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CHAPTER XVII. 

ENGLAND: HENRY II. 

I. 

The lands of which Henry II was in name the ruler stretched from the 
Tweed to the Pyrenees. England was but one member of a dominion 
that cannot be called an empire, for it was only held together by the 
common allegiance that individual magnates owed to Henry. As with 
the king, so with his barons: Robert, Earl of Leicester, was lord of 
Breteuil; his elder brother was Count of Meulan. The great men of 
Henry’s day held land on both sides of the Channel and frequently passed 
from their English to their continental possessions. Henry’s own time 
was fairly equally divided, though France claimed more of it than 
England 1 . The defence of his continental boundary was a perpetual 
problem, and prosecution of his frontier claims a constant occupation ; 
the lawyer in Henry made him unwilling to abandon any one of them. 
England needed government and not defence ; it gave Henry the greatest 
of his many titles, but in no sense was it the centre of his dominions. 
From either point of view, the “Angevin Empire” is a modern conception. 

Already Duke of Normandy and Aquitaine and Count of Anjou, Henry 
became king without opposition on Stephen’s death on 25 October 1154. 
Stephen had recognised him as his heir and justiciar of the kingdom by the 
treaty of Wallingford of the previous year. What was meant by this title 
is uncertain, but Roger of Howden, writing at the end of the century, says 

1 It may he convenient to insert a table shewing the time spent by the king him- 


self in England and Normandy res 

pectively. 


England 


Normandy 

8 December 11/54 

. January 1156 

April 1157 

April 1157 

August 1158 

January 1163 

January 1163 ..... 

March 1165 

May 1165 

May 1165 

March 1166 

March 1170 

March 1176 

June 1170 

August 1171 

August 1171 

May 1172* 

...... July 1174+ 

July 1174 

. August 1174 

■ ...... May 1175 

May 1175 

. August 1177 

July 1178 

July 1178 ..... 

. April 1180 

...... July 1181 

July 1181 

, March 1182 

June 1384 

June 1184 

April 1185 

...... April 1186 

April 1186 ..... 

. February 1187 

...... January 1188 

January 1188 

, July 1188 

6 July 1189 


* [This time was spent mainly in Ireland, not England.] 

t [The Pipe Roll of 1173 suggests that Henry spent four days at Northampton 
in the course of the year. There is no other evidence of the visit.] 
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that thereafter all the business of the kingdom was done through him. 
In any case, the work of demolishing the unlicensed castles of the anarchy 
was begun before Stephen’s death, although the slowness with which 
the work was accomplished almost caused a rupture between Henry 
and Stephen. As king, Henry carried on the work, and used in the 
administration men who had served Stephen before him. Archbishop 
Theobald of Canterbury, Robert, Earl of Leicester, Richard de Luci, 
had all played their parts in Stephen’s reign. They now became Henry’s 
chief advisers, together with Reginald, Earl of Cornwall, his uncle, and 
Thomas Becket, one of Theobald’s clerks, whom Henry made Chancellor 
on the archbishop’s advice. Nigel, Bishop of Ely, Henry I’s treasurer, 
was called in to re-organise the Exchequer. 

The assertion of royal authority was made without difficulty. Ranulf, 
Earl of Chester, who had nearly created for himself an independent 
principality in central England, died in December 1153, leaving a child 
as his heir. No one seems to have considered the possibility of making 
Stephen’s surviving son, William, king. The Church was on Henry’s 
side, and the baronage, tired of a weak king, accepted the situation. 
After keeping his Christmas court at Bermondsey, Henry visited the 
northern and eastern parts of his kingdom. On S3 January he was at 
Lincoln with the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Master of the 
Templars in England 1 . In February he was at York, and William of 
Aum&le, Earl of Yorkshire, surrendered the castle of Scarborough. 
Thence Henry went to Nottingham, and William Peverel of Nottingham, 
the greatest baron of Nottingham and Derby, suspected of poisoning the 
Earl of Chester, took shelter under the cowl. The only serious opposi- 
tion to the surrender of castles was in the west. Roger, Earl of Hereford, 
fortified Hereford and Gloucester ; Hugh Mortimer fortified Wigmore, 
Cleobury Mortimer, and Bridgnorth. The Earl submitted on the per- 
suasion of the Bishop of Hereford, Gilbert Foliot, but the subjuga- 
tion of Hugh Mortimer’s castles occupied most of the summer of 1155. 

At a great council held at Wallingford in April Henry tried to 
secure the succession to the throne. He caused all the magnates to swear 
fealty to himself and his heirs, William, who was not yet two, and, failing 
William, Henry, born in the preceding February. At the Winchester 
council in September he put forward his plan of conquering Ireland, 
to make a principality for his younger brother William. It seems to be 
this proposal, together with the Toulouse war of 1159, that has made 
historians talk of Henry as of one who set order in his kingdom that he 
might engage in wars of conquest. It is the prerogative of youth to 
dream, but history suggests that Henry’s dreams were short. There was 
sound political reason for the Irish proposal of 1155: William’s support 
was necessary, for Henry’s second brother, Geoffrey, was making trouble 
by insisting on his claims to Anjou and Touraine. To suppress him, 
1 Cott. Vespasian E. xviii f. 73d. 
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and to assure himself of the loyalty of Aquitaine and Normandy, Henry 
left England in January 1156. The capture of Geoffrey’s castles of Mira- 
beau and Chinon ended his revolt. He was satisfied with compensation 
in money and permission to accept the invitation of the men of the 
eastern part of Brittany and make himself Count of Nantes. In his 
attitude towards Brittany, both now and later in his reign, Henry was 
but maintaining the policy of his ancestors who claimed overlordship of 
that province. In his relations with continental powers the same feeling 
can be traced, a desire to lose nothing that had come to him by inherit- 
ance or marriage; no right must be given up, no claim allowed to lapse. 
But Henry was only an aggressor in so far as he forced others to recognise 
claims which they would rather see forgotten. The war of Toulouse 
which occupied the July, August, and September of 1159 was undertaken 
to recover Toulouse, to which Henry inherited a title through his wife. 
When the King of France interfered, Henry gave up the war; to con- 
tinue it against his overlord would have been going beyond his right. 

The question of Henry’s relations with Wales and Scotland had to be 
faced early in the reign. Both countries had gained by the anarchy in 
England. David of Scotland had been succeeded in 1153 by his grand- 
son Malcolm IV, who visited Henry in England, and agreed to surrender 
Northumberland and Cumberland, with the castles of Bamburgh, New- 
castle, and Carlisle. Either at Peak Castle or at Chester he did homage 
to Henry for his English lands, the honour of Huntingdon. A W elsh 
expedition was not only essential from the standpoint of general policy ; 
it was a means of secux’ing the gratitude of marcher lords who had lost 
land in the time of Stephen. The object of Henry’s attack was the 
northern kingdom of Gwynedd, where Owen Gwynedd had built up a 
principality which Banulf, Earl of Chester, himself had feared. The suc- 
cession of a child of six to the earldom exposed it to Owen’s attacks. 
Henry’s Welsh expedition of 1158, though not a brilliant military success, 
achieved for the moment its end; Owen was forced to give hostages, and 
his activities were checked for a time. Rhys ap Gruffydd, the ruler of 
Deheubarth, the southern kingdom, after some hesitation, acknowledged 
the overlordship of Henry. The Clares and Cliffords were restored to the 
lands that Rhys had conquered in the previous reign. Neither Rhys, how- 
ever, nor Owen was prepared to acquiesce in any reduction of power, and 
in 1162 Rhys took Llandovery Castle from Walter Clifford. In the next 
year Henry led an expedition into Wales, passing through Carmarthen and 
taking Rhys prisoner at Pencader. Rhys was allowed to do homage and 
return to his principality, but he immediately re-opened war, ravaging 
Cardigan until little more than the castle and the town remained to the 
Normans. Henry’s absorption in the Becket quarrel after 1163 en- 
couraged Rhys and Owen to make a combined attack on the marcher 
barons. The lesser princes of Wales were attracted into the alliance by 
the prestige of the two leaders. The failure of Henry’s great expedition 
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of 1165 to suppress the coalition secured for the Welsh another hundred 
years of freedom. Henry made no other great effort, and from that time 
his attention was confined to strengthening the border castles. His con- 
cern was not to restrain the Welsh princes or keep their lands for the 
marcher lords, but merely to retain the overlordship of the two kingdoms 
of Deheubarth and Gwynedd. In the troubles of the rebellion of 1173-4 
the Welsh princes were faithful to Henry. 

The minister to whom Henry from the first gave his fullest confidence 
was Thomas Becket, his Chancellor. The office of chancellor involved the 
custody of the king’s seal and constant attendance on his person: Becket 
is almost always a witness, often the sole witness, to the charters and writs 
of the early years of the reign. His power, however, depended not on his 
office, but on his intimacy with the king. It was at Henry’s gift that he 
received the custody of vacant benefices, not by virtue of his office as 
chancellor. Becket acquired wealth and became a leader of fashion. Too 
busy to return to his archidiaconal duties, he earned but mild reproaches 
from his archbishop and requests that he would forward certain business 
with the king. Through him the king might be approached not only by 
schemers like Arnulf, Bishop of Lisieux, but by such men as John of 
Salisbury. The circumstances of Becket’s death have secured the pre- 
servation of masses of material, not only relating to his life as archbishop, 
but also to his time as chancellor. His work can also be traced in the 
official language of the Pipe Roll clerks. He was concerned in the restora- 
tion of order, in the administration of justice, in diplomatic business at 
the French court. His writ could authorise the payment of money out 
of the treasury, a right that later in the reign belonged only to the 
Justiciar. It was with reason, though in flattery, that Peter, Abbot 
of La Celle at Troyes, wrote: “Who does not know you to be second 
to the king in four kingdoms ?” 

Archbishop Theobald died in April 1161, and a year passed before 
Henry decided that Becket should succeed him. The stories of Henry’s 
announcement of his decision to Thomas and Thomas’ unwillingness to 
become primate were probably invented to fit the history of the struggle. 
The nolo episcopari of Thomas was probably no less common form than 
that of most contemporary bishops; there is nothing in his career to 
suggest an unwillingness to accept great office. He was a man of high 
ambitions. Of undoubted ability, he was, however, not fitted to be Lan- 
franc to Henry’s William. He had neither the training nor the sanity 
of that great archbishop and administrator, nor among the churchmen 
of Henry’s day would it have been easy to find a second Lanfranc. 
Henry’s hesitation may mean that he was not sure of Becket. There is 
no evidence that he was obnoxious to the ecclesiastical party as a whole ; 
Gilbert Foliot, Bishop of Hereford and afterwards of London, was never 
his friend, but Theobald seems to have desired him for a successor. Once 
Becket was consecrated, he tried to be the perfect archbishop. He re- 
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signed the chancellorship, though he did not give up the archdeaconry of 
Canterbury until the king forced him to do so. He played the ascetic as 
perfectly as he had played the courtier. There was no insincerity in this 
changed way of life. 

He shewed from the first a determination to let go no right which the 
Church could claim. His attitude was natural, for it must have seemed 
a noble thing to be head of the Church in England. He set about win- 
ning back for his own Church of Canterbury the lands and rights which 
it had lost. No claim was too shadowy for him. He demanded from the 
king the custody of the castles of Rochester, Saltwood, and Hythe, from 
the Earl of Hertford, Roger de Clare, his homage for Tonbridge Castle. 
Forgetting his own past, he deprived clerks in the king’s service of the 
benefices in the see of Canterbury that they held as their reward. As 
archbishop he claimed rights of patronage over all benefices on land held 
by tenants of the see; he excommunicated William of Eynsford, a 
tenant-in-chief for other lands, for resisting the application of this claim. 
He came into conflict with the king over a matter of general administra- 
tion. In July 1163 at the council of Woodstock, Henry proposed that 
the sheriff’s aid should be paid into the royal treasury. Becket’s oppo- 
sition was so vigorous that Henry dropped the plan. Flagrant cases of 
the inadequacy of ecclesiastical punishment for crime, and of abuse in 
ecclesiastical courts, came to complete the estrangement. On 1 October 
1163 at the council at Westminster the question of criminous clerks was 
discussed at length. The king and his advisers demanded that accused 
clerks should answer the accusation in the lay court, that they should 
be handed over to the ecclesiastical, court for trial and judgment, and 
that if the accused were found guilty he should be degraded and given 
up to the secular power for punishment. Warrant for this procedure 
could be found in Canon Law. Becket, with the support of the bishops, 
answered, not that Henry’s interpretation of Canon Law was unjustifiable, 
but that “God will not judge a man twice for the same offence.” Real- 
ising that Becket would continue to evade the question of law, Henry 
fell hack on custom, and asked whether the bishops were prepared to 
observe the ancient customs of the kingdom. After discussing the matter 
among themselves, they said that they were prepared to observe them, 
“saving their order.” Hilary, Bishop of Chichester, alone promised to 
observe them without this reservation. Henry broke up the council in 
exasperated fury. 

The king used every means in his power to overcome the clerical 
opposition. He removed his heir from Becket’s charge, and he took from 
Becket the custody of the castles and honours of Eye and Berkhampstead. 
He did his utmost to make a party against Becket among the bishops, and 
the Archbishop of Y ork and the Bishop of London promised to observe 
the customs. In the last three months of 1163, Arnulf, Bishop of Lisieux, 
and Richard of Ilchester, afterwards Bishop of Winchester, are said to 
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have crossed the sea six times to gain the Pope’s assent to the customs. 
The Pope himself, exiled from Rome and travelling in northern France, 
was unwilling to offend Henry. He obviously wished Becket to moderate 
his opposition, although he did not immediately accede to Henry’s re- 
quests that Roger, Archbishop of York, should be appointed legate in 
succession to Theobald, and that the bishops should be ordered to obey 
the customs. Before the end of the year Becket gave way to the ex- 
postulations of the bishops and the fears of the Pope and cardinals; he 
promised his consent to the customs. 

A council was therefore summoned to meet at Clarendon in January 
1164 at which Becket might give his formal assent. Pie is said to have 
come repenting his promise and prepared to withdraw it. The king in 
the meantime must have caused the customs to be carefully drawn up 
and engrossed. The writing of the Constitutions cannot have been left, 
as some authorities would have us believe, until the council was in actual 
progress; they were produced on the first day of the council. Becket 
was only induced to agree to them by the persuasions of bishops, two 
knights of the Temple, and the two senior earls, Cornwall and Leicester. 
After giving his unqualified assent to the Constitutions and allowing the 
bishops to do the same, Becket refused to take the irrevocable step of 
sealing the document. The Constitutions had been engrossed modo ciro- 
grajl , that is, they had been written out three times on one piece of 
parchment. Before the parchment was severed into three, the two arch- 
* bishops and the king should each have affixed his seal to each copy of 
the Constitutions. Since Becket refused his seal, the document apparently 
unsealed, was cut into three parts. One part was given to the Arch- 
bishop of York, one was thrust into Becket’s hand, and the third was 
laid up in the royal treasury. 

There is no evidence that the general body of English clergy felt that 
the Constitutions of Clarendon were any other than Henry claimed, 
that is, an accurate representation of the customs of his grandfather’s 
time. The relations between Church and State had never exactly been 
defined before. Such hesitation as the bishops may have felt in agreeing 
to the Constitutions was probably due to a natural dislike of definition 
and fear of precedent. The Church won little by Becket’s death because 
it wished to win little. It was not an aggressive body, and many of the 
judges in its courts had been trained, some were still actually engaged, 
in the king’s service. To say that the king’s policy at this time meant an 
inevitable quarrel between Church and State is to go beyond the evidence. 
What might have been expected was an assertion of the right of the 
king’s court to define the limits of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and, there- 
after, competition between the Church courts and the lay courts for 
jurisdiction over individual cases. Henry did not begin the quarrel by 
attempting a general revision of ecclesiastical justice. His ultimatum, 
in the Constitutions, was as much directed against and caused by Becket’s 
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general attitude of arrogant and aggressive rectitude as by the abuses of 
ecclesiastical courts. A few years later, at the time of the Inquest of 
Sheriffs, the barons submitted to a far more drastic supervision of feudal 
justice than Henry ever proposed in the case of the courts of the Church. 
Thomas was an exception among the churchmen of his day. He would 
have found a congenial atmosphere in the Curia of Boniface VIII. 

The fate of the Constitutions indicates the attitude of the English 
Church to Henry’s claims. Only in regard to criminous clerks and appeals 
to the Pope was Henry forced to give way. Both sides laid particular 
emphasis on the clause dealing with criminous clerks. Opinion among 
canonists as to the validity of Henry’s claims was divided. Passages in 
Canon Law could be interpreted to mean that clerks found guilty and 
degraded in the ecclesiastical court should be handed over to the lay 
court for punishment. It does not seem to have been the opinion of 
canonists that this procedure was contrary to the dictum so constantly on 
Becket’s lips. The archbishop was no canonist, and there were those who 
said that he was not even scholar enough to make a speech in Latin. 
He concentrated on the question of punishment. His murder secured 
for clerks immunity from lay punishment for their first crime. But it 
should be remembered that, when Henry submitted on this point, and 
indeed throughout the next century, the word clerk had not the wide 
interpretation that it received in later times. In the twelfth and thir- 
teenth centuries a clerk had to prove his ordination, at least to the 
sub-diaconate, before he was handed over to the official of the Church 
to be tried in Court Christian. Moreover Henry succeeded in forcing 
accused clerks to appear in the lay court to prove their clergy, although 
Canon Law gives no justification for the practice. So much he gained. 
His unfortunate surrender of the right to punish the guilty clerk left an 
opening for private revenge. In 1202, in a trial for murder at Lincoln, 
it was stated that the murdered man had been degraded from the 
diaeonate for killing a relative of the defendant. 

The king retained without serious question much of what the Con- 
stitutions gave him. Advowsons remained lay property ; the king kept 
control over the churches of his fee; elections to bishoprics were con- 
ducted as before in the king’s chapel. For the rest, the relations between 
Church and State were left to be worked out in the practice of the courts. 
By the Constitutions the king had agreed that jurisdiction over land 
held in free alms belonged to the Church courts; but he had secured to 
his own court the right of adjudging, in accordance with the verdict of a 
jury, whether the land at issue were lay fee or free alms. Had the 
Church courts been able to keep all the jurisdiction this clause would 
have given them, much business would have been lost to the king’s court; 
for during the last half of the twelfth and throughout the thirteenth 
century innumerable grants of lands were being made to religious houses 
in free alms. By John’s day it was highly exceptional for this procedure 
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by the assize utrum , as it was called from the words of the writ which began 
it, to be a prelude to a suit in the ecclesiastical court. The assize rolls 
shew the religious houses using the layman’s forms of action in the lay 
courts. The assize utrum was already almost entirely confined to rectors 
of parish churches, who without it would have found difficulty in proving 
their right to the lands of their church appropriated by laymen. If the 
jury’s verdict in such a suit declared the land to be free alms the parson 
recovered his land without further process of law. In this respect at 
least the king had won far more than the customs of Henry I would 
have given him. But the king’s courts found it difficult to maintain 
what Henry had asserted at Clarendon, jurisdiction over debts where the 
bargain had included the formal pledging of faith. No one doubted 
that it belonged to the Church courts to deal with questions of broken 
faith. Henry declared in effect that the qffidatio, or pledging of faith, 
was not essential to the legal validity of a bargain, and that suits touch- 
ing the bargain must be heard in his court. The lay court won in the 
end, but it had to contend not only with ecclesiastical courts more 
eager for jurisdiction than those of the twelfth century, but also against 
the religious feeling of the English people. 

Becket never intended to observe the Constitutions. He abstained 
from the service of the altar as a penance for his weakness in ever promising 
to observe them ; and he even made an ineffectual attempt to leave the 
country. The Pope took neither side, not daring to offend Henry nor 
wishing to desert Becket. The next move came from the king. An officer 
of the court, John the Marshal, father of the famous William Marshall, 
Earl of Pembroke, complained to the king that the archbishop’s court 
had failed in justice in a plea which he had brought for the recovery of 
land held of the see of Canterbury, and Becket was summoned to answer 
for the failure of his court. Instead of sending an essoin, a formal excuse 
for non-attendance, he sent four knights with letters from himself and the 
sheriff of Kent to answer on his behalf. The case was adjourned, and 
Becket was summoned to appear at a great council at Northampton in 
October, to answer both for his previous contempt of the king’s court 
and for the failure of his own court to do right to John the Marshal. 
Becket came to Northampton. He sought the king on 7 October, and 
his case was heard the next day. On the original question, the case of 
John the Marshal, the archbishop was successful, but the barons, both 
lay and ecclesiastical, adjudged him guilty of contempt of the king’s 
court, and he therefore fell into the king’s mercy. Although protesting 
that no court had the right to try him, Becket was persuaded to offer to 
make fine with the king for his amercement. The king, on the other 
hand, seems to have come to Northampton with the intention of forcing 
Becket’s hand by attacking him in every possible way. He demanded an 
account of the sums which Becket had received as cmtos of the honours 
of Eye and Berkhampstead, of five hundred marks which he had received 
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from the king for the Toulouse campaign, of another five hundred marks 
for which the king had been his pledge to a certain Jew, and finally of 
the issues of the vacant sees which had passed through Becket’s hands 
while he was chancellor. Becket was forbidden to leave Northampton 
until he had given the king security for the whole amount. The third 
day of the council, Saturday 10 October, was passed by Becket in 
discussing with the bishops and abbots the course that he should take. 
However ungracious the king’s demands, they did not alienate either the 
bishops or the laity; some bishops even urged Becket to resign the 
archbishopric and put himself in the king’s mercy. On the following 
Tuesday, Becket made up his mind to defiance. He forbade the bishops 
to associate themselves in any judgment on him with regard to his con- 
duct as chancellor, he appealed to the Pope, and he ordered the bishops 
to excommunicate all who dared to give effect to the judgment of any 
lay court upon him, thus directly contravening the Constitutions of 
Clarendon. His action placed the bishops in a difficult position. They 
must either endure the king’s anger for breaking the eleventh clause of the 
Constitutions of Clarendon or the censures of the Church for disobedience 
to their archbishop. They evaded the dilemma by abstaining from judgment 
upon the archbishop, but appealing to the Pope for his deposition on the 
ground of his perjury in withdrawing the assent which he had originally 
given to the Constitutions. The king’s court never delivered its judg- 
ment upon Becket. The barons, headed by Robert, Earl of Leicester, 
qui dux erat verbi, went to pronounce it, but Becket did not stay to hear 
it. He left the castle; next day he left Northampton; by 2 November 
he had crossed the Channel as a fugitive. 

The quarrel begun unnecessarily by Becket was pursued unmercifully 
by the king. He exiled all the archbishop’s kinsfolk, of whom there seem 
to have been many. They had become rich with drippings from Becket’s 
abundance, and their departure impressed contemporaries so much that 
private documents may occasionally be found dated “in the year in which 
the king caused the kinsfolk of the archbishop to cross over.” 1 Becket’s 
exile lasted for six years. To a man of his temper it must have been hard 
to bear, and its influence upon his character was lamentable — he became 
fanatic. The Pope was still unwilling to commit himself. Henry tried 
to intimidate him by negotiations with the Emperor, but it was obvious 
that opinion in England, although almost wholly on Henry’s side in his 
struggle with the archbishop, was not favourable to dealings with the 
anti Pope. Alexander forbade Becket to take any irrevocable step until 
Easter 1166. By the time the truce expired, the Pope was back at Rome, 
and ready to support the archbishop. Becket was authorised to excom- 
municate all who had occupied the lands of Canterbury since his flight, 
and was given a legatine commission over all England except the see 
of York. At Vezelay on Whitsunday Becket excommunicated John of 
1 Cott. Nero C. m f. 200. 
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Oxford, afterwards Bishop of Norwich, and Richard of Ilchester, after- 
wards Bishop of Winchester, for communicating with the supporters of 
the anti-Pope. They had been Henry’s ambassadors to the Emperor in 
1165. Richard de Luci, the Justiciar, and Joscelin de Balliol were ex- 
communicated as the authors and fabricators of the Constitutions, and 
Ranulf de Broc, Hugh de St Clare, and Thomas fitz Bernard for having 
occupied Canterbury lands. 

The sentences brought Beeket little good. The armies of Frederick 
Barbarossa were coming south, and the Pope himself dared not attack 
Henry openly. He received Henry’s embassy sent to prosecute a renewed 
appeal on behalf of the English bishops against Beeket. One of the 
ambassadors was John of Oxford, whom the Pope allowed to clear himself 
by oath of the imputations which had been the ground of his excommunica- 
tion. Legates were appointed to bring about peace, but both antagonists 
had gone beyond reason. At Clairvaux in April 1169 Beeket excommuni- 
cated Bishops Gilbert Foliot of London and Joscelin of Salisbury. Foliot 
had opposed Beeket from the first, and had brought to his opposition a 
bitter wit and a gift of sarcasm which Beeket could not match. 

As time went on, new matters of dispute made hopeless the original 
quarrel over the Constitutions of Clarendon. Beeket demanded all the 
revenues of the see of Canterbury which had accrued during his exile. 
In the meantime, the king had been providing for the apportionment of 
his possessions among his sons, and wished his heir, his eldest surviving 
son, Henry, to be crowned King of England. In Becket’s absence, the 
ceremony was performed on 14 June 1170 by Roger, Archbishop of York. 
It is easy to understand Becket’s anger at this infringement of an undoubted 
prerogative of his see. The bitterness had never gone out of the struggle 
for primacy between successive Archbishops of York and Canterbury, and 
Roger had never made a profession of canonical obedience to Thomas. 
Beeket had a further, though unacknowledged, reason for resentment. 
Roger de Pont l’Eveque had been a senior clerk in Archbishop Theobald’s 
household when Thomas of London had entered it from a merchant’s 
office 1 . It is hard to understand Becket’s willingness to agree to a 
reconciliation with Henry at Freteval on 22 July 1170 which left every 
matter at issue unsettled. 

The king’s attitude was plain. The Pope had commissioned the Arch- 
bishop of Rouen and the Bishop of Nevers to make peace. Beeket was 
not to insist on the arrears of the revenues of his see, and the question 
of the Constitutions was not to be raised until peace had been secured; 
in that event, the king was to be persuaded to moderate them. If Plenry 
refused to be reconciled to the archbishop within forty days of the receipt 
of the Pope’s letters, his continental lands were to be laid under an interdict. 

1 Thomas of London is the last, and Roger de Ponte episcopi the first, in a group 
of Archbishop Theobald’s clerks who attest an archiepiscopal writ in favour of 
Southwark Priory. Cott. Nero C. iii f. 188. 


Oil. XVII, 


36—2 



564 


The murder 


The reconciliation of Freteval was a mere form. Nothing was said of the 
Constitutions, for Henry meant to maintain them, and Becket knew it. 
The question of the arrears was not raised, for Becket meant to have them, 
and Henry knew it. The king promised amends for the injury done to the 
archbishop by the coronation, but refused to give him the kiss of peace. 
Becket demanded it, though he meant war. At Becket’s request, the Pope 
had given him letters suspending the prelates who had taken part in the 
coronation. These letters he sent to England before he himself landed 
on 1 December. On Christmas Day in Canterbury cathedral, he violently 
denounced his enemies, especially those who had entered upon the posses- 
sions of his see. The end of his story, which came four days later, is well- 
known, but Bechet's secret thoughts and hopes, which undoubtedly 
precipitated the tragedy of 29 December, remain mysterious. There is 
much in his conduct at the end to suggest that he desired the martyr’s 
crown. In Becket’s heart there had always burned a fierce desire to excel. 
He had enjoyed the highest secular power he could hope to win; the 
highest ecclesiastical position in England had been his. Neither Church 
nor State had suffered from his exile, and even the Pope had not unre- 
servedly supported him. He hoped to be a second and a greater Alphege ; 
by his death he won what to him was sweeter than life. 

The news of the murder reached Henry at Argentan on 1 January 1171. 
He is said to have spent three days in solitude. The Pope had previously 
instructed the Archbishops of Sens and Rouen to lay an interdict on 
Henry’s continental lands if the archbishop were arrested. On 25 January 
the Archbishop of Sens published the interdict, but the Archbishop of 
Rouen and the Norman clergy refused to recognise the sentence. They 
appealed against it, and the archbishop with three bishops and three 
clerks set out to prosecute the appeal at the papal court. In considerable 
anxiety as to Alexander’s attitude, Henry sent an embassy, and the ex- 
communicated bishops sent messengers. Alexander waited until April ; 
then he confirmed the interdict and the excommunication of the bishops. 
Against the king personally he took no other action than to forbid him 
to enter a church ; legates were to be sent later to announce the terms 
on which absolution would be granted. After a few days the Pope was 
persuaded to send permission for a conditional absolution on behalf of 
the Bishops of London and Salisbury because of their age and infirmity. 
In the meantime Henry had spent the months of March and April in 
Brittany. England must have been simmering with excitement, for the 
miracles of Thomas began almost as soon as he was dead. The first 
miracle occurred in Sussex on the third day after the martyrdom, and the 
second miracle at Gloucester two days later. By Easter time “miracles 
came in crowds.” 1 But at first it was the humble who believed. Brother 
Elias of Reading dared not tell his abbot of his visit to the shrine of 
Thomas to win a cure for his leprosy; he had. asked leave to visit the 
1 Abbott, St Thomas of Canterbury, i, p. 249. 
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health-resort a t Bath. Though the better-informed may have been sceptical 
of the miracles, the unforgiven king must have been glad to leave England 
for Ireland, to pass the time there until the legates should come to absolve 
him. 

Recent events in Ireland combined with the murder to suggest that 
the invasion proposed in 1155 should at last be carried out. Ireland in 
the twelfth century resembled Britain in the days of Gildas. The position 
of high-king was a dignity to be fought for continually, but it gave to the 
winner only a nominal supremacy, a cattle tribute, and jurisdictional rights 
so vague as to be indefinable. In theory, each of the five divisions of 
Ireland — Ulster, Munster, Leinster, Connaught, and Meath— -had its king. 
In fact, the boundaries of the provinces shifted with the varying power 
of the kings, whose very existence depended on success in war and the 
reputation which it brought. The chief preoccupation of each king was 
to keep his family in power against other families, and himself as against 
other members of his own family; no thought of establishing order in 
their kingdoms troubled them. Indeed, if it had, their period of power 
would have been short. The Scandinavian settlements along the coast, 
Dublin, Limerick, Waterford, Wexford, were centres where the Irish 
tribesmen disposed of their furs and hides, and obtained the produce of 
civilisation, A poor country, ridden by war, Ireland was never previously 
conquered because it was not worth conquest. 

The immediate occasion of Norman intervention in Ireland was an 
appeal for help from the exiled King of Leinster, Dermot Mac Murrougb. 
Henry gave him presents, received his homage, and issued letters patent 
allowing any of his subjects to assist Dermot to recover his kingdom. 
Dermot found help among the Norman colonists in Wales. Richard Fitz 
Gilbert, whose father had been created Earl of Pembroke by Stephen, 
was anxious to win a position in another land. The marcher lords of 
South Wales were steadily losing ground before the encroachments of 
Rhys ap Gruffydd. Richard, generally known by his father’s nickname 
of Strongbow, bargained for Dermot’s daughter in marriage, with the 
reversion of Leinster, and made his expedition conditional upon Henry’s 
consent. By the end of 1169, Dermot had recovered Leinster with the 
help of small bands of Norman adventurers from Wales. In spite of 
Henry’s withdrawal of his permission for the expedition, Strongbow 
himself landed in Ireland in August 1170, married Eva, Dermot’s 
daughter, and succeeded him, not without opposition, on his death in 
May 1171. Henry, unwilling that a subject should make a kingdom in 
Ireland, prevented reinforcements from reaching Strongbow, and recalled 
him. On the news of Henry’s intended expedition to Ireland, Strongbow 
crossed to Wales, and met the king on his way to Milford Haven. Henry 
allowed him to do homage for Leinster on condition that he surrendered 
the seaports. The king stayed in Ireland for six months, from October 
1171 to April 1172, in which he took homage from many Irish chiefs. 
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summoned a council of the Irish Church at Cashel, and authorised a 
programme of ecclesiastical reform. The chief seaports were garrisoned. 
Hugh de Lacy, in command at Dublin, was appointed Justiciar of Ireland, 
and was allowed to create for himself a feudal principality in Meath. 
The lordship of Ireland had been easily won. The Irish had no castles, 
their armies were only undisciplined rabbles, and the Church was on the 
side of the invaders. But Henry left Ireland to be subdued by the 
adventurers. Not trusting them, he tried to balance the native chiefs 
against them, and the country was therefore never conquered. When, 
in 1185, a great expedition was entrusted to John, Henry’s youngest 
son, it proved an utter failure 1 . 

Henry left Ireland in April 1172 to meet the legates and hear the 
Pope’s judgment. At Avranches on 21 May he received absolution. The 
terms of reconciliation were light. The king submitted to a public 
penance. He swore that he did not command nor wish the archbishop’s 
death, that when he heard of it he grieved exceedingly, that he would 
give satisfaction because he could not produce the murderers, and because 
he feared that words of his had given occasion for the crime. He also 
swore that he would not withdraw from Pope Alexander and his successors, 
and that he would allow appeals in ecclesiastical causes, provided that, 
where there was any suspicion of disloyalty, security should be given that 
the appeal was not to the hurt of the king or kingdom. He vowed 
to undertake a crusade, and to give to the Templars as much money as 
was in their judgment necessary to maintain two hundred knights in the 
defence of the Cross for one year. He pardoned all those who had been 
exiled for St Thomas’ sake, and swore that the possessions of the Church 
of Canterbury should be as they were one year before the murder. He 
swore also to destroy all the customs adverse to the Church introduced 
in his time, a vague promise which king and Pope could each interpret 
as he chose. The king, most unhappily, gave way in the matter of the 
criminous clerks. In regard to the other principles kid down in the 
Constitutions of Clarendon, there was to be a trial of strength between 
the king and the Pope, or rather between the king’s justices and ministers 
and the ecclesiastical courts, a struggle none the less real because it was 
conducted without advertisement. Something has already been said of 
the struggle and its issue. 

The oath to go on crusade was lightly taken, Henry evaded the 
obligation by promising to build three monasteries, a promise which he 
fulfilled at the least possible expense. Before the final ratification in 
September of the agreement at Avranches, Henry had known that 
trouble was brewing in England. His sons, encouraged by their mother, 
were meditating rebellion. The young king bore the style King of the 

1 For a short, but convincing, summary of the arguments with regard to the Bull 
Laudabiliter (authorising Henry II to conquer Ireland), see Orpen, The Normans in 
Ireland, Vol. r. Chapter ix. 
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English, Duke of the Normans, and Count of the men of Anjou 1 . He 
had done homage to the French king for Anjou and Brittany. Geoffrey, 
the second son, had done homage to his brother for Brittany, and had 
himself received the homage of the men of the province. For Aquitaine, 
which lay outside the young king’s titles, Richard had done homage to 
the King of France. No independent power had been given to any of 
the king’s sons. The young king’s wife had not been crowned with her 
husband, a grievance to Louis VII, and after the agreement at Avranches 
the young king was crowned again, and his wife with him. He had his 
own seal and his own court, but ministers of his father composed his 
court and doubtless directed him in the use of his seal. That Henry 
should commit the rule of any part of his dominions to the reckless 
youth of his sons was inconceivable. 

The occasion of their rebellion was Henry’s attempt to provide for 
his youngest son John, bom in 1166 or 1167. Early in 1176, a marriage 
was arranged between John and Alais, heiress of Humbert III, Count of 
Maurienne. In return for the provision that the greater part of Humbert’s 
possessions should descend to John and his wife, Henry proposed to settle 
on them the three castles of Chinon, Loudun, and Mirabeau, formerly 
granted as an appanage to his second son Geoffrey. The young king 
refused his consent, and fled to the French court in March 1173. His 
brothers Richard and Geoffrey followed him, and Eleanor, their mother, 
set off to raise Poitou for Richard. She was taken and kept in confinement. 
Richard Barre, to whom Henry had entrusted the young king’s seal, 
brought it back to the king, and the other ministers whom Henry had 
placed with his son returned to Henry, bringing with them the young 
king’s baggage. Henry, always generous to his sons, sent back the 
ministers with rich gifts, but the young king dismissed those of them who 
would riot swear fealty to him against his father. W alter the chaplain, 
Ail ward the chamberlain, and William Blund the usher, returned to the 
old king; of the labours of the two last in the king’s service the Pipe 
Rolls give ample evidence. 

Barons of every province of the continental Angevin dominions joined 
the rebellion. The Counts of Flanders and Boulogne and William , King 
of Scots, gave their support. To secure it, the young king made lavish 
grants. His charters were sealed with a new seal which the King of 
France had had made for him. All Kent, with the castles of Rochester 
and Dover, was to go to the Count of Flanders ; Carlisle and Westmor- 
land were promised to the King of Scots; the earldom of Huntingdon 
and the county of Cambridge, to which the King of Scots had inherited 
a claim, were promised to his brother David. In England, the rebels were 
joined by Hugh, Earl of Chester, Robert “ Blanchesmaines,” Earl of 

1 The young king’s style is so recorded in a writ, the original of which has 
survived, issued on behalf of the priory of St Frideswide, Oxford. Bod. Lib. Oxford, 
Charters, 59. 
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Leicester (son of Henry’s justiciar), William de Ferrers, Earl of Derby, 
Hugh Bigod, Earl of Norfolk, and Roger de Mowbray, a great baron in 
Yorkshire and north Lincolnshire. They brought to the cause of the 
young king a great stretch of England and many castles. Leicester was 
a centre for the rebels, with Leicester Castle supported by Groby Castle 
five miles to the north-west and Mountsorrel seven miles to the north. 
The Ferrers castles of Duffield in Derbyshire and Tutbury in Stafford- 
shire, the Bigod castles of Bungay and Framlingham in Suffolk, and the 
Mowbray castles of Thirsk and Kirkby Malzeard in Yorkshire, were all 
held for the young king. 

On Henry’s side were the mass of the clergy. The legates sent to 
give Henry absolution remained to attempt a reconciliation between him 
and his sons. At their suggestion, Henry proceeded to fill all vacant 
bishoprics and abbeys. It was not Henry’s fault that the see of Canter- 
bury had not been filled before, for the perennial quarrel between the prior 
and monks of Canterbury and the provincial bishops delayed every election. 
The six bishops now appointed were all chosen for their politics rather than 
for their religious zeal. Richard of Ilchester, elected Bishop of Winchester, 
was a skilled financier. Geoffrey Ridel, elected Bishop of Ely, had suc- 
ceeded Becket as Archdeacon of Canterbury and had borne the king’s seal. 
Both of them were bitter opponents of Becket, and had been excom- 
municated in the course of the struggle. The king’s illegitimate son, 
Geoffrey, was elected Bishop of Lincoln. In June, the monks of Canter- 
bury were conciliated by the election of Richard, prior of St Martin’s at 
Dover, to the archbishopric. The young king’s attempt to prevent the 
consecration of the prelates probably did much to confirm the eccle- 
siastical order in its support of his father; the only English bishop who 
finally joined the rebels was Hugh Puiset. of Durham. 

Among the barons, there were on the king’s side his uncle Reginald, 
Earl of Cornwall, his half-brother Hamelin, Earl Warenne, his cousin 
William, Earl of Gloucester, William de Mandeville, Earl of Essex, 
Simon de Sentliz, Earl of Northampton, and William de Albini, Earl of 
Arundel. Although the most powerful of the earls were in revolt, the 
baronage as a whole was on the king’s side. The rebel castles were 
more than balanced by the royal castles and those of loyal barons. The 
fee of the Earl of Derby was roughly balanced by the honour of Peverel, 
then in the king’s hand, with its castles of Nottingham, Bolsover, and 
the Peak. John de Lacy, constable of Chester, was on the king’s side, 
and his loyalty made Roger de Mowbray’s defection of less moment. In 
East Anglia, the Warennes balanced the Bigods, and in the west, the 
loyal marchers and the king’s Welsh auxiliaries balanced the Earl of 
Chester. In the north, the Umfravilles, Vauxes, Vescis, Bruces, Balliols, 
and Stutevilles, balanced the King of Scots. The mass of men, the lesser 
baronage, the sheriffs, and above all the new ministerial class, were 
solidly on Henry’s side. Richard de Luci the justiciar, himself an Essex 
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baron holding the castle and honour of Ongar, raised forces and gar- 
risoned castles. The Kymes of Lincolnshire, richer than most baronial 
families, were active in the king’s support. If Henry’s sons expected a 
glad response in England to the call of anarchy, they were disillusioned. 

The rebellion began with an attack upon Henry’s position in northern 
France. The Earl of Chester, hereditary Viscount of Avranches and 
Bayeux, ravaged Brittany, in association with Breton nobles. The young 
king, with the Counts of Flanders and Boulogne, advanced from the east, 
while the King of France laid siege to Verneuil. Louis VII, though he 
could intrigue, could not carry through a war. He and his allies had no 
concerted plan; the brains were all on Henry’s side. His castles were 
ready to stand siege, and he himself with a competent force could go 
where he was needed. Brittany was cleared of rebels by the end of J uly 
1173, and the Earl of Chester was taken prisoner with many other nobles. 
The King of France did no more than sack Verneuil and then retreat 
before Henry. The rebel forces operating in the east took Aumale, but 
after Matthew, Count of Boulogne, had been mortally wounded did no 
more. At a meeting between Trie and Gisors in September, Henry made 
generous offers to his sons, though denying them independent rule ; his 
terms were refused, and after the meeting the rebels and their allies seem 
to have concluded that an attack on England must be made. 

In England, the centres of war were the midlands, the north, and the 
east. There also no definite plan can be traced. No other warfare was 
possible at this period than a series of sieges and counter-sieges, raids 
and counter-raids, for neither side could call itself victorious while the 
other side still held unreduced castles. The justiciar took the offensive by 
laying siege to Leicester, and if he could have taken it, the fall of Groby 
and Mountsorrel would soon have followed. The town of Leicester was 
almost entirely destroyed by an accidental fire. The townsfolk came to 
terms, but the castle still held out. The justiciar arranged a truce that 
he might be free to meet a Scotch inroad, and together with Humphrey de 
Bohun, the king’s constable, he chased the Scots into Scotland; but he was 
then obliged to make a truce with them until 13 January 1174, in order 
to turn south to meet an invasion by the Earl of Leicester with a body of 
mercenaries. The earl was one of Henry’s bitterest opponents at this time. 
He may possibly have felt slighted because he had not succeeded his father 
as justiciar, though his conduct during the rebellion gives no indication 
that he had any of the ability necessary for such an office. He landed 
at Walton near Felixstowe about 18 October 1173. Walton was a royal 
castle, and the earl failed to take it. hie joined the Earl of Norfolk at 
Framlingham, and together they attacked and took the great castle of 
Haughley, held for the king by Iianulf de Broc. At Bury St Edmunds, 
on bis way to Leicester, the earl heard of the approach of the royal 
army under the constable, supported by the Earls of Cornwall, Gloucester, 
and Arundel. He retreated before they came up, and tried to escape to 
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Leicester by passing to the north. They met him at Fornham St Gene- 
vieve three miles north-west of Bury. “In the twinkling of an eye'” the 
battle was over, and the earl and his wife were prisoners. Winter was 
now coining on, and a trace was made with the Earl of Norfolk, to last 
until 19 May 1174, on condition that his Flemish mercenaries were sent 
back over sea. The Bishop of Durham arranged for a prolongation of 
the truce with the Scots until the end of March, and the Northumbrian 
barons paid the King of Scots two hundred pounds for the respite. 

The winter was passed in preparation for the final struggle. The 
Bishop of Durham, abandoning his pretence of loyalty, fortified his epis- 
copal castle of Northallerton, while Roger de Mowbray strengthened his 
castles of Thirsk and Kirkby Malzeard, and put into a defensible state a 
derelict castle at ICinnard Ferry in the Isle of Axholme, of which he was 
lord. The site of the castle can still be seen at Owston Ferry by the 
lower Trent. A typical Norman motte and bailey, it had probably been 
an adulterine castle of Stephen’s time, from which the broad and fertile 
flats of Axholme could be protected. The castles of Bamburgh, Wark, 
and Carlisle, the border fortresses of Liddel and Harbottle, Prudhoe 
Castle on the Tyne, Appleby and Brough-under-Stainmoor, were all held 
for the king. The rebel plan for 1174, as for the previous year, seems to 
have involved a threefold attack on Henry’s supporters. The King of 
France intended that the young king and the Count of Flanders should 
land in East Anglia to join the Earl of Norfolk. In the midlands, the 
Earl of Derby, David, the Scottish Earl of Huntingdon, and Anketill 
Mallory, the constable of Leicester, tried to reduce the neighbouring 
towns. In the north, the King of Scots attacked the northern castles. 
He was supported by the Bishop of Durham, who was arranging for his 
nephew Hugh de Puiset, Count of Bar, to bring troops to northern 
England. The King of Scots began operations in April, but failed to 
take Bamburgh and fell back on Berwick. In May he advanced again, 
failed to take Wark, and passed on to lay siege to Carlisle. While main- 
taining a close siege, the king himself led out detachments against other 
castles. One such raid secured Liddel and Harbottle, another Appleby 
and Brough-under-Stainmoor. Meanwhile, in East Anglia, a body of 
Flemings sent in advance by the Count of Flanders joined the Earl of 
Norfolk ; with their help he took Norwich in June. In the midlands, 
Nottingham was sacked by a raiding party from Leicester under David, 
Earl of Huntingdon, and Anketill Mallory raided north Oxfordshire and 
Northamptonshire, defeating the townsmen of Northampton who came 
out to attack him. 

On 5 May Geoffrey, the Bishop-elect of Lincoln, took the castle of 
Kinnard Ferry. Roger de Mowbray, on his way to seek help at Leicester, 
was taken prisoner by “the rustics of the Clay,” the thickly-populated 
district west of Trent which now forms the North and South Clay divi- 
sions of Bassetlaw wapentake. Much of this district was ancient demesne 
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of the Crown, and the king’s humble tenants had nothing to gain from 
baronial anarchy. With the support of the Archbishop of York, Geoffrey 
took the castle of Kirkby Malzeard, and fortified Topcliffe, which he 
gave in charge to William de Stuteville to control Roger’s remaining 
castle of Thirsk. Contemporaneously with these events the Justiciar 
laid siege to Huntingdon. Failing to take the castle, he built a counter- 
work against it, and placed Earl Simon of Northampton, who claimed 
the earldom of Huntingdon, in charge of operations. Messages were 
sent to the king to ask him to cross over. While Henry was landing at 
Southampton on 8 July, the King of Scots, having brought William de 
Vaux to promise to surrender Carlisle if it were not relieved by Michael- 
mas, was planning an attack on Prudhoe. Henry’s first care after landing 
was to perform an elaborate penance at Becket’s tomb. In the mean- 
time, the loyal barons of the north, under the sheriffs of York and 
Lancaster, were quelling the rebellion. The King of Scots began the 
siege of Prudhoe on Tuesday, 9 July, but on Thursday he abandoned it, 
hearing that the northern barons were gathering at Newcastle. The 
invading army ravaged far and wide, while the King of Scots rode to- 
wards Alnwick. A mist lay over the valley of the Alne. The English 
forces approached Alnwick as the mist lifted, and found the King of 
Scots with a few followers. The king charged, but capture was inevitable ; 
Ranulf de Glanville took custody of him, and sent a messenger to Henry, 
who heard the news on 17 July. On 21 July Henry in person received 
the surrender of Huntingdon. From Huntingdon he went to Sileham, 
a village midway between the two Bigod castles of Framlingham and 
Bungay. The Earl of Norfolk surrendered ; and Henry then turned west- 
wards to Northampton, where the King of Scots was brought to him, and 
the rebels made their submission. It only remained for Henry to return 
to Normandy and shew himself ready to take the offensive, and the King 
of France abandoned the siege of Rouen, which he had begun after Henry’s 
departure. The threatened invasion of England never took place. 

The rebellion was suppressed, but not without two summers of warfare 
which must have reminded old men of the days of Stephen. After the 
first few months there can have been little doubt which side would win, 
The king’s sons relied on their powerful allies and assumed a feudal 
hatred of order which might exist in France but was not felt in England. 
They forgot that alliance with the King of Scots would secure the sup- 
port of the northern barons to their father, and that though some barons 
might resent order the masses of men loved it. Henry’s position in 
England was never threatened again. The King of Scots was not only 
compelled to do homage for his kingdom as English barons did homage 
for their baronies ; he was forced to allow Henry to garrison the castles of 
Berwick, Jedburgh, Roxburgh, Stirling, and Edinburgh. Peace was made 
with France, and lasted until Louis’ death, when it was Henry’s support 
which secured Philip Augustus in his position. To the young king, 
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Henry gave a competent revenue, but no share in the government of his 
dominions. 

The subsequent rebellions by which Henry w r as troubled were no more 
than attempts on the part of his sons to anticipate his death; they 
belong rather to French than to English history. In securing Philip 
Augustus on the French throne, Henry had done the one thing that 
ensured the ultimate disintegration of his own dominions, for Philip lost 
no opportunity of encouraging Henry’s sons in their rebellious atti- 
tude. In 11 75 Henry entrusted the government of Aquitaine to Richard. 
The rebellion of 1181 began as a quarrel between Richard and the young 
king. In that year, Henry issued the Assize of Arms in England, which 
provided for the arming of men according to their degree, and forbade 
the export of arms. There was no fear of rebellion in England; Henry 
could rely on the respect which men felt for his government, and arm 
them to defend it against invasion. The war in France dragged on until 
the young king’s death in 1183. In the next year, it was renewed by 
Richard, unwilling to surrender Aquitaine to John. Henry gave way, 
and the Irish expedition was fitted out for John in 1185. Its failure was 
the less serious in that Geoffrey, Duke of Brittany, died in 1186, leaving 
Henry with two sons only for whom to make provision. The long- 
expected fall of Jerusalem in the next year postponed the imminent war 
between Henry and Philip. Public opinion demanded a crusade, and the 
Kings of France and England could do no other than follow it; Henry, 
Richard, and Philip took the cross. Henry, who had evaded a crusade 
for so many years, cannot have meant to undertake one when old age 
was creeping upon him; in fact, both kings were willing to assist the 
cause with money, but neither wished to leave his kingdom. Of pretexts 
for war between Philip and Henry there were many; Philip claimed the 
wardship of Geoffrey’s heir, and demanded the marriage of Richard and 
his sister Alais, so long promised. The war began in the south-west, 
with aggressions by Richard on Toulouse and counter-attacks by Philip, 
but it soon changed its character. When Henry crossed to Normandy in 
1188, Richard and Philip became allies fighting for the recognition of 
Richard’s right to succeed his father in all his dominions. Ill and pre- 
maturely aged, Henry was no match for the military skill of Richard 
and Philip. He was forced to surrender, and having agreed to Philip's 
terms, overcome with his illness and shame for his failure, he succumbed 
to the shock of learning that John, too, had deserted him. 

II. 

The essential feature of English history in the twelfth century is the 
development of a reasoned system of law for the whole land. The change 
from the archaic law of the conquered English, modified by new Norman 
elements, to the law described in the treatise known by Ranulf de 


Two-fold division of the reign 


573 


Glanville’s name, was the work of Henry II and his ministers. Henry’s 
reign witnessed a change that was almost a revolution. His early years 
carry on the tradition of the previous reigns. He was then a very young 
man, and the first necessity was to secure England and to consolidate his 
continental dominions ; the interest of that time lies in political events. 
The Becket quarrel came to hinder, though for a time only, what 
must have been an extensive programme of reform. The charters and 
writs of these earlier years are very similar in form and wording to those 
of the reign of Henry I; they suggest the influence of the individual 
circumstance. Those of the latter part of the reign suggest the routine 
of a government bureau. In the latter years there were few political 
events in England to be recorded; the interest of that time lies in the 
detail of administration. No precise date can be taken as marking the 
change between the earlier and later parts of Henry’s reign, but it seems 
to fall between the deaths of Henry’s first two justiciars, Robert “Bossu,” 
Earl of Leicester, and Richard de Luci, that is, between 1168 and 1179. 
Between these years fall Becket’s murder and the rebellion of 1174, each 
of which helps to mark the close of an epoch. 

Little can be learned about the personnel of the administration from 
the chronicle accounts of Henry’s earliest years. The re-organisation 
of the Exchequer is unnoticed. From the second year of the reign, the 
Pipe Roll of each year, or, as it was more properly called, the Great 
Roll of the Exchequer, records the financial administration of the year. 
The early rolls are small. They shew that the king and his ministers had 
to contend with the financial difficulties presented by land wasted in the 
anarchy, or granted away to buy support for the king. Nigel, Bishop 
of Ely, nephew of Roger, Bishop of Salisbury, remained treasurer until 
he bought the office for his son Richard, who was to become the author 
of the treatise known as the Dialogus de Scaccario 1 , and who continued 
as treasurer into the reign of Richard I. To these men is due the honour 
of elaborating the system of the Exchequer. Richard is not known 
to have taken an active part in any other administrative work; unlike 
most Exchequer officials, he did not act regularly as a judge. He writes 
of the Exchequer as a man writes whose life-work lies in the subject of 
which he treats. When he wrote the Dialogus , the business of the 
Exchequer was transacted at two great annual sessions at Easter and 
Michaelmas, over which the Justiciar presided. Already in Henry’s fifth 

1 The dates of both the beginning and end of Richard’s official career are un- 
certain. The date generally accepted for the purchase of the office on his behalf by 
Nigel is 1158, but at the Easter session of the Exchequer in 1162 a quittance from 
Danegeld was attested by Nigel, Bishop of Ely, Robert, Earl of Leicester, and the 
other barons (Lincoln Cathedral, Registrum Antiquissimum, f. 36). It is generally 
stated that Richard held the office until his death, but at some date after 1194 he 
granted certain houses in Westminster to his beloved kinsman William, the king’s 
treasurer (Cott. Faust. A, xu f. 248). The word comanguineus is important as 
proving kinship between William of Ely and Richard Fitz Nigel. 
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year, John, the Icing's Marshal, when granting land, states that his 
charter was sealed at the Exchequer in the Easter term and before Robert, 
Earl of Leicester, and Richard de Luci. 

This great department of State was inherited from Henry I and Roger, 
Bishop of Salisbury. Each officer of high rank had his definite seat there. 
The Justiciar sat at the head of the exchequer board, a rectangular table, 
five feet by ten, covered with a chequered cloth; on his left sat the 
Chancellor, and on his right, when Richard wrote, the Bishop of Win- 
chester, Richard of Ilchester, sat by the king's command. These three 
filled the head of the table. On the Chancellor’s left, though not at the 
table, sat the Constable, the Chamberlains, and the Marshal. Along 
the side of the table to the right of the Bishop of Winchester sat the 
Treasurer and the clerks. At the foot of the table, opposite the Bishop 
of Winchester, sat another skilled financier, master Thomas Brown, and 
next to him, opposite the Justiciar, sat the sheriff or other person who 
was rendering account. Along the remaining side sat the tally-cutter, 
the calculator, and the clerk who was at the head of the writing office. 
At the same side of the table sat other “ discreet men sent by the king,” 
a phrase which must have had a wide application. Most men who were 
employed on the king’s business did at times sit at the Exchequer. It 
was far more than a financial office; it was the heart of the government. 
Becket’s biographer, William Fitz Stephen, says of the Exchequer that 
there the pleas of the king were wont to be heard ; and the surviving final 
concords of Henry’s reign illustrate the judicial business that was done 
there. Many if not most of the judges employed by Henry in his latter 
years were Exchequer officials, “barons of the Exchequer,” men who 
normally sat there; such persons must be understood by the phrase “dis- 
creet men sent by the king.” They were barons of the Exchequer, although 
they did not hold any definite office there or have any definite seat. 
The duties of such men were doubtless undefined; they took their share 
in whatever work there was to do, judicial, financial, or administrative. 
Exemption from fiscal burdens per libertatem sedendi ad scaccarkim was 
enjoyed by men who are not known to have held any of the definite 
offices of state. 

The Justiciar presided over the Exchequer, because by origin it was 
a session of the king’s court and the Justiciar was the man who represented 
the king in his absence. By the end of Henry’s reign, the dignity and 
work of the office of Justiciar were well defined. He was second to the 
king in the kingdom, and governed the country when the king was 
abroad in accordance with the directions sent him by the king. At such 
times he disposed of every sort of business that arose, whether it concerned 
the Church, the State, or the king’s private affairs. He presided at the 
election of bishops; he saw to the fortification of castles; he sat as a 
judge; he provided for the sending of necessaries to the king for his 
hunting, or for other purposes. His duties were less onerous when the 
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king was in England, but even then there was much routine work to be 
done. The Pipe Rolls shew that throughout the late twelfth century the 
Justiciar actually sat at the Exchequer for the ordinary business of the 
session. By the middle of Henry’s reign it was established that he alone 
among officials could issue writs in his own name to authorise the payment 
of the king’s moneys out of the king’s treasury. To the end of John’s 
reign, the Justiciar normally presided over the king’s court of justice at 
Westminster. From the sixth year of Richard I, the Feet of Fines, which 
begin at that date, shew the Justiciar sitting there, day after day, the 
chief among the judges. Difficult cases were referred to him by the 
justices itinerant in the shires. The evidence which has survived from 
the reign of Henry II suggests that the same practice was already usual 
in Henry’s later years. From time to time, the Justiciar himself led 
parties of justices itinerant. His title, Capitalis Insticiarius Regis, 
expresses the truth ; he was the chief justice in actual fact. But he was also 
at the same time a politician, a soldier, and a financier. The king's 
service in the twelfth century did not admit of specialisation. 

It is in the conception of the position and duties of the Justiciar that 
the difference between the earlier and later parts of Henry’s reign is most 
clearly shewn. It is doubtful if the idea of a permanent head of the 
administration was fully developed in 1154. Under Henry I, Bishop 
Roger of Salisbury had held a position comparable to that of the later 
Justiciar. But in that reign, although Roger used the definite title 
Procurator , applied by some chroniclers to the Justiciars of Henry II, it 
was possible for Henry I’s queen to do work which later in the century 
would have fallen to the Justiciar. Moreover, although Roger presided 
at the Exchequer, Ralf and Richard Basset, father and son, seem to have 
acted in turn as the head of the judicial body. There is no record of 
the appointment by Henry II of his first two Justiciars, Robert, Earl of 
Leicester, and Richard de Luci, nor is it easy to find evidence of their 
labours in the early years of the reign. The fact that they were presiding 
together over the Easter Exchequer of Henry’s fifth year shews that the 
control of finance was already an essential part of their duties. Roth of 
them had served Stephen, and Richard had served him consistently to the 
end; both were past their youth in 1154. It was natural that Henry 
should have been unwilling to allow them in the early years of the reign 
the wide powers which belonged to the later Justiciars. They were 
mainly occupied with routine work; the king’s confidence was given to 
Thomas of London, his Chancellor. 

Viceregal power did not automatically belong to the Justiciar. That 
Queen Eleanor should act in Henry’s place in Aquitaine was natural, for the 
land was her inheritance, but, like the queens of William I and Henry I 
before her, she seems to have acted in a similar capacity in England. 
The Pipe Rolls of Henry’s earliest years contain numerous entries of 
money paid out or pardoned on her writ. In one instance, the writ of “the 
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queen and the Justiciar” is said to be the authority. A writ of the king 
from over-sea was her authority for issuing a writ at Oxford forbidding 
that the abbey of St Benet of Holme should be impleaded in the king’s 
absence 1 . The queen’s writ was attested by Richard de Luci. Later in 
the reign, the young king had his brief period of delegated power. 
Although its limitations caused him to rebel, he certainly exercised 
some of the powers of a Justiciar 2 . The king wrote to him to announce 
the end of the Becket quarrel, and to command him to cause the archbishop 
to be put into possession of his lands. In writs of which copies have 
survived, the young king commands Peter of Studley to observe the 
agreement which he has made with Godwin e of Warwick 3 , and commands 
Roger Foliot to warrant to the monks of Biddlesden the land which he 
has given them 4 . When a collection of the young king’s writs has been 
made, it will certainly shew him to have been entrusted with considerable 
administrative responsibility in England in the time immediately preceding 
his rebellion. 

In the early years of the reign, the Justiciar was not, as at a later 
time, the only officer whose writ could authorise the payment of money 
from the Treasury. The establishment of this Exchequer rule seems to 
coincide with Becket’s resignation of secular power. Becket himself took 
an important part in the business of financial administration. The Pipe 
Roll of 1162, the last year of his chancellorship, records no less than nine 
writs by which Becket either authorises the payment of money from the 
Treasury or pardons debts. The Earl of Leicester issued only one such 
writ in this year, while Richard de Luci issued none, though three sepa- 
rate payments are said to have been made “through” him — per Rkardum 
de Dick Although in each year previous to 1162 payments were made 
either “through” Richard de Luci or by his command — precepto Ricardi 
de Luci — it is not until 1163 that the Roll records a financial writ issued 
in the joint names of the two justiciars. In the years before 1162 it was 
not Richard de Luci but the queen or the Earl of Leicester who issued 
the recorded writs on which the Treasury officials took action. The rolls 
of those years record many payments made “through” or “by command of” 
other persons — the Chancellor, or, on rare occasions, Nigel, Bishop of Ely. 
Payments on the Earl of Leicester’s writ are recorded on each successive 
roll from 1 159 to 1163. The king’s presence in England between January 
1163 and March 1166 meant that the Pipe Rolls offer little evidence of 
the financial authority of his justiciars, but the roll for 1167 shews the 
earl and Richard in full control of the administration ; it records fourteen 
writs issued by Richard and twenty-one issued by the earl. The king 

1 Cotfc. MSS. Gallia E. n f. G3 cl. 

2 Ho presided over a session of the Exchequer at Winchester. EHR, vr (1801), 

p. im. 

3 I’.R.O. Exchequer K. R. Misc. Bks. 22 f. xxxix. 

4 Hurl. MSS. 8088 f. 20. ■ 
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was sending his writs to them, and they were acting on the commands 
contained therein. The impression created by the Pipe Rolls is that in the 
early years of the reign the control of finance was not yet concentrated 
in the hands of the justiciars. 

With few exceptions, the chroniclers say little of the Justiciar’s work 
in the early years of the reign. Gervase of Canterbury speaks of the Earls 
of Leicester and Cornwall as wise, famous, and most powerful in the 
kingdom, but he nowhere gives to the Earl of Leicester the title of 
justiciar. Of Richard de Luci, Gervase states, under the year 1166, that 
he had the rule in England — prefecturam agebat in Anglia. Roger of 
Howden recoi'ds an assertion by Becket that the barons of the Exchequer 
and Richard de Luci, “Justiciar of England,” had given him quittance of 
his accounts before he was elected archbishop. Ralph de Uiceto applies 
the phrase justiciariiisregis to both the Earl of Leicester and Richard de 
Luci. The judicial work of the justiciars had little interest for the 
ordinary chronicler, unless his own house was concerned in a plea. The 
most familiar illustrations of their activity come from the History of 
Abingdon and the Chronicle of Battle. Between 1160 and 1164, the 
Earl of Leicester presided over a plea in the shire-court of Berkshire 
touching the right of the Abbot of Abingdon to hold a market there. 
The earl first heard the plea by virtue of the king’s writ from over-sea. 
When Henry returned in January 1163, the case came up again before 
his justices at Oxford. Opinions varied, and the earl, who was present as 
justiciarms et judesc, did not presume to give judgment, but went to con- 
sult the king. Between 1139 and 1171, Richard de Luci’s brother Walter 
was Abbot of Battle. The Chronicle of that house describes at length 
an important plea which he prosecuted against the Bishop of Chichester 
in 1157. The Earl of Leicester was present among the barons, but his 
office is not mentioned, nor does he appear to have taken a prominent 
part in the discussion ; Richard de Luci acted on his brother’s behalf. 
The Chancellor seems to have led the debate, and the suit ended in a 
compromise to the abbot’s advantage, arranged by the king. In a suit 
against Gilbert de Balliol, the abbot, though his brother was Justiciar, 
had some trouble in obtaining a hearing in the king’s court. At last it 
was heard at Clarendon before the king. Richard de Luci , vir magnJf.cn s 
et prudens, “ at that time chief justice of the king,” was present, but only 
appears in the account of the plea as the advocate of his brother’s cause. 
When the king sat in person, the Justiciar was present in court as a 
baron, not as a judge. Isolated administrative documents which illustrate 
the Justiciar’s activity suggest that his position was more important than 
would be gathered from the accounts of famous pleas before the king. 
Between 1156 and 1165, the Earl of Leicester presided over the knights 
of Nottinghamshii'e when they defined the boundary between the land of 
the Archbishop of York and the king’s forest of Sherwood 1 . By virtue 
1 Thoroton, History of Nottinghamshire, ed. 1790, Vol. xr, p. 1G0. 
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of the king’s writ from over-sea, he commanded “the king’s barons of 
Hastings to allow the Abbot of St Benet of Holme peaceable possession 
of his lands in Yarmouth.” 1 The king laid on him the duty of constraining 
the Earl of Norfolk to do the castle-guard at Norwich which he held of 
St Edmund 2 . Magnus fait hie. 

Until within a year of his death in 1179, Richard de Luci continued 
to perform the duties of Justiciar. No discreditable tales are told of him. 
The worst that can be said is that he supported his brother, the Abbot of 
Battle, in his efforts to give effect to the claims of his house, and it is very 
doubtful if he went beyond the law in his support. He was honest enough 
to oppose the king when Henry began to prosecute men for forest offences 
which he had himself allowed at the time of the rebellion of 1174. Richard 
must have been an able administrator and a skilled judge; many of the 
reforms of Henry’s reign in legal and administrative matters were initiated 
while he was Justiciar. His successor was a man no less able but more 
unscrupulous, Ranulf de Glanville, who was appointed Justiciar in 1180. 
Of an East Anglian family of no special importance, Ranulf early entered 
the king’s service, and already in 1164 was sheriff' of Yorkshire. His 
conduct as sheriff cannot have been beyond reproach, for he was deprived 
of his office between 1170 and 1175, doubtless as a result of the Inquest 
of Sheriffs in 1170, but he was reinstated after the rebellion of 1174. The 
part which he took in the capture of the King of Scots may well have 
been the cause of his reinstatement. The Pipe Roll of 1177 contains a 
curious entry that Ranulf has accounted for more than fifteen hundred 
pounds derived partly from the county and partly from the lands of 
Everard de Ros which he had held in custody. The king pardoned the 
whole amount, but the entry suggests that there may have been good 
reason for Ranulf ’s removal from his sheriffdom. Further light is cast on 
the Justiciar’s character by a story told by the chronicler known as Benedict 
of Peterborough and corroborated by entries on the Pipe Roll of 1184. 
There seems little doubt that Ranulf strained the law in the hope of 
securing the execution of Gilbert de Plumpton, in order that his widow, 
an heiress, might become the wife of Reiner of Waxham, Ranulf’s steward. 
Whatever his faults, Ranulf suited Henry, whose service demanded ability 
and fidelity rather than too strict an honour, and during the last ten years 
of Henry’s reign Ranulf whs the dominating figure in English administra- 
tion. That he wrote the legal treatise which bears his name is most probable ; 
it must have been written while he was Justiciar, It has been suggested 
that it was written by his nephew Hubert Walter, himself afterwards 
Justiciar and Archbishop of Canterbury. Hubert had been brought up 
by Ranulf de Glanville and his wife, and that he should write an account 
of the practice of the king’s court at his patron’s request is not in itself 
unlikely. Yet even if the words in which Roger of Iiowden, the chronicler 
and judge, introduces the earliest text of the treatise do not prove that 

1 Cott. Galba E. n f. 33d. a Brit. Mus. Add. MSS. 14847 f. 37. 
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Glanville himself wrote it, they certainly imply that it was written at his 
inspiration and, in all probability, under his guidance 1 . 

Between the earlier and later parts of Henry’s reign there occurred a 
remarkable change in the personnel of the administration. Richard de 
Luci was one of the last men in constant touch with the king who had 
shared in the early labours of re-organisation. There was, in particular, a 
definite break in the development of the office of Chancellor. Throughout 
the twelfth century, the importance of any individual curtails depended 
rather upon his relations with the king than upon the office which he held. 
The peculiar importance of the chancellorship in the early years of the 
reign was due to Becket’s intimacy with Henry. Between the time of 
Bechet's resignation and the spring of 1173, the king’s seal was apparently 
kept by Geoffrey Ridel, Becket’s successor as Archdeacon of Canterbury. 
Although Geoffrey seems to have done the Chancellor’s work, it is not 
certain that he was ever appointed to the office. In 1173, Henry appointed 
Ralf de Warneville Chancellor. This appointment coincides nearly, though 
not precisely, with a remarkable change in the royal style. Until at least 
May 1172, charters composed in the royal chancery uniformly style the 
king Rex Anglorum et dux Normannorum et Aquitannonm et comes 
Andegavorum. In charters known to issue from the chancery after May 
1173 these titles are preceded by the formula del gratia . It is difficult 
to find evidence of Ralf V presence in England, where he seems normally 
to have been represented by Walter of Coutances, then Archdeacon of 
Oxford, afterwards Bishop of Lincoln, Archbishop of Rouen, and for a 
short time Justiciar of England. The last Chancellor of the reign was 
Geoffrey, the king’s illegitimate son, who in 1181 resigned the see of 
Lincoln before consecration in order to take the office. 

The office of Treasurer remained with the kin of Roger of Salisbury 
not only throughout Henry’s reign but into the reign of Henry III 2 . The 
Treasurer’s work was more specialised than that of any other official, and 
he was essentially a financial officer. Until the appointment of Eustace 
de Fauconberg early in the reign of Henry III, the treasurers were not 
much concerned with general administration; Richard Fitz Nigel rarely 
appears among the persons who attest the writs and charters of Henry II. 
The names which are most prominent in the attestation clauses of Henry’s 
charters belong to a small number of men who, in the strict sense of the 
word, may be styled curiales. Few of them held high baronial rank, and 
most of them possessed definite office in the king’s household. In the first 
years of the reign, Thomas Becket, the Chancellor, was generally with the 

1 “...cuius sapientia conditae sunt leges subscriptae quas Anglicanas vocamus.” 
Bowden, xr, 215. Maitland's doubt as to Glanville’s authorship of the treatise rests 
on an unusual translation of the verb condo. The normal translation of condo in 
this context would be to write down or compile. A comparison of the treatise with 
the surviving judicial records of the early thirteenth century shews that it is the 
work of a practised judge. 

3 Cf. supra p. 573, note. 
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king. Manasser Biset the steward, Warin Fitz Gerald the chamberlain, 
Richard de Huinez the constable, were his constant companions. Until 
Iris disgrace, Henry of Essex, as constable, was constantly attendant on the 
king. Unlike his fellows of the household, he was of baronial rank. His 
forfeited honour was given by the king to Henry Fitz Gerald, brother 
of Warin, and like him a chamberlain. In the later years of the reign, the 
personnel of the court was more varied ; judges, and other men who served 
the king without definite office, appear beside the regular household 
officials. Much research remains to be done upon the curiales of Henry II. 
That he reposed great confidence in them is certain. He rewarded them 
with land, but not lavishly, though some of them have left their names 
to English villages : Manasser Biset is immortalised in the name of Preston 
Bisset in Buckinghamshire. Before the end of the reign there are definite 
traces of the organisation which was to develop into the wardrobe of the 
thirteenth century. The names of many chamber-clerks appear on twelfth- 
century Pipe Rolls. They were already employed in administrative work 
as well as in purely household functions. It is only from the examination of 
unprinted documents that more can be learned of their origin and status. 

If the men in the king’s immediate service are as a body obscure, his 
sheriffs are all known by name, and their territorial position can often 
be ascertained precisely. The office still gives a field for research, but it 
is certain that during the reigns of Henry II and his sons the sheriff 
took the first and all-important steps towards his present position of 
forgotten dignity. The Norman kings had suffered from the over-mighty 
sheriff, and had tried to check his power. Henry I had often put his 
own curiales into sheriffdoms and united several counties in the hands 
of one or two trusted ministers. But the lists of sheriffs in Henry IPs 
early years still shew baronial names. In Devonshire, the earl was sheriff 
until 1157. Northumberland was held by William de Vesci from 1157 
to 1170, and by Roger de Stuteville from 1170 to 1185. William de 
Beauchamp was sheriff of Worcestershire from 1155 to 1169, of Glou- 
cestershire from 1157 to 1168, and of Herefordshire from 1160 to 
1169. Wiltshire was held by Patrick, Earl of Salisbury, from 1155 to 
1160. Throughout the reign, Shropshire was held by local magnates, 
A baron was not inevitably the king’s opponent, and a baronial sheriff* 
may have been as good an officer as any cwialis. Moreover, many 
sheriffs of baronial rank held their offices because they had become 
curiales , and were competing for the prizes which the king’s service 
offered. Ranulf de Glanville was the chief among many such men. 
Many of Henry’s sheriffs were undistinguished knights in the counties : 
they held. Adam de Catmere, sheriff of Berkshire from 1 160 to 117 0, 
and of Oxfordshire from 1164 to 1170, held half a knight’s fee at Cat- 
more in Berkshire of William, Earl of Derby. The south Lincolnshire 
knight, Alfred of Pointon, sheriff of Lincolnshire in 1166 and 1167, and 
again from 1170 to 1174, held three knight’s fees of Maurice de Craon, 
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and was his steward. Even at the beginning of the reign, some shires 
were held by curiales. The important county of Hampshire was held 
by a succession of them. Turstin, sheriff until 1160, had been the clerk 
of a chamberlain in the reign of Henry I 1 . His son succeeded him, and 
was followed from 1170 to 1179 by Hugh de Gundeville. From 1174 
to 1177 Hugh was also sheriff of Northamptonshire, from 1177 to 1179 
he was sheriff of Devon, and his name frequently occurs in lists of 
Henry’s judges. From 1155 to 1160 Northamptonshire was held by 
another minister who often served as judge, Simon son of Peter of Brix- 
worth in that county. By the end of the reign it was the rule rather 
than the exception that the sheriffs should be mimsteriales. The change 
was probably the result of Henry’s policy rather than the policy itself. 
Henry was controlling the excesses of sheriffs, and at the same time 
increasing their work, so that barons may have become less anxious to 
hold the office. The large sums offered, though not always paid, for 
shrievalties at the beginning of Richard’s reign may suggest that the 
buyers hoped for laxer administrative control under a new king — a hope 
that was not realised. 

The judicial reforms introduced by Henry II materially increased the 
labours of the sheriff. In addition to the financial and military responsi- 
bilities which had lain upon him in the Norman time, he was now required 
to give effect to an elaborate system of centralised justice. The earliest 
rolls of the itinerant justices reveal the unceasing labours of the sheriff 
in the time of Henry’s sons. He was responsible for the most minute 
details of judicial administration; he must receive and produce the writs 
which began the innumerable pleas resulting from Henry’s legal re- 
forms; he was responsible for summoning every person necessary for the 
conduct of a plea; he had to give effect to the justices’ decisions, and 
keep a record of his action ; he must answer for the most meagre chattels 
of criminals that had fallen in to the king. Any failure in the perform- 
ance of these duties meant that he would be called to account before the 
justices. It is not remarkable that curiales appear in increasing numbers 
among the sheriffs of Henry’s later years. Unless the sheriffs were brought 
into close relations with the king, his plan of a judicial organisation 
extending over the whole land and centring upon his court was bound to 
be fruitless. 

In 1170 Henry sent bodies of commissioners or justices round the 
Country to inquire touching the behaviour of the sheriffs, their bailiffs, 
and all who were doing the king’s business in the shires. Generally 
known as the “Inquest of Sheriffs,” the inquiry had a much wider scope. 
It entered into the financial relationship between lords and their men, 
with which the king had normally no concern. It covered only the 
four years of Henry’s recent absence abroad. Two fragments of the 
original returns have survived, relating respectively to East Anglia and 
1 Round, The Rise of the Pophams, in The Ancestor , vn, 59, 
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the borough of Worcester. The East Anglian fragment relates almost 
exclusively to the payments made to the Earl of Arundel and other barons 
by the men on their own land and on land held in custody. Payments 
were made to the earl to help him in his work on the Marches of Wales, 
in his expedition to France, in his difficulties with the Jews, in his con- 
tribution to the aid for marrying the king’s daughter, and in his journey 
to Saxony with her. The Worcester fragment, on the other hand, deals 
almost entirely with payments to the sheriff. It shews that the sheriff, 
William de Beauchamp, took from the borough forty -two pounds in the 
first two years in question, and fifty pounds in the last two years. The 
farm of the borough was fixed at twenty-four pounds when, at a later 
time, the burgesses were allowed to pay it direct into the Exchequer. 
The burgesses also made payments to him for the conveyance of treasure 
and prisoners, and on the occasion of his daughter’s marriage. William 
de Beauchamp was one of the sheriffs removed before the inquiry was 
made, and many others were removed afterwards. Only in Cumberland, 
Devon, Kent, Rutland, Staffordshire, Surrey, and Wiltshire, was the 
custody of the shire in the same hand for any appreciable period before 
and after 1170. Of these counties, Rutland was held by the king’s 
constable, Richard de Humez, and Surrey and Kent were in the custody 
of Gervase of Cornhill, a member of a family which owed its wealth to 
London trade and had entered the king’s service. It is evident from the 
fact of the enquiry that the king did not intend the government of the 
shires through sheriffs and other officers to rest on exploitation. No 
other enquiry was made in this reign with the principal object of dis- 
covering the abuses in local government, but, when the’" king’s justices 
went round the country, people had the opportunity, if they dared to use 
it, of expressing their grievances. On the Lincoln Assize Roll of 1202 
occurs an entry to the effect that certain sums of money have been taken 
from merchants to the use of the sheriff, his bailiff, and his bailiff’s clerk, 
for the right of leading corn from county to county through England. 

It must have been possible for the sheriff to make considerable profits 
in a legitimate way. The amounts of his profits from the local courts of 
justice must have depended on the justice he gave, and a period of peace 
and careful management meant that the value of the royal land farmed 
by the sheriff increased considerably. That Henry II had no intention 
of allowing the sheriff to obtain the whole of this increment is shewn by 
the fact that he had to account for variable amounts, known later as 
incrementa, apart from and in addition to his farm. Even so, the sheriff 
must have made money on his farm. The incrementa were unpopular 
alike with the sheriffs and the people, and the first issue of Magna Carta ' 
declared that counties should be at their old farms, without any incre- 
ment, a clause that, for obvious financial reasons, it was impossible to 
retain. When lands escheated to the king, they were generally fanned 
by the sheriff or by some magnate or curialis who was recompensed for 
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his trouble by the amount he raised beyond the sum for which he farmed 
the escheat. But sometimes escheated lands were held in custodia , that 
is, the holder strictly accounted for them to the king. Like that of his 
father, the reign of Richard I was a time of administrative reform. The 
large amount of land that came in to the king in 1194, mainly as a 
result of his brother’s rebellion, necessitated fresh arrangements. Two 
escheators were appointed, William de Sanctae Mariae Eeclesia, and 
Hugh Bardolf, who held the escheats in custody, and rendered detailed 
accounts for them. William held the escheated lands in the southern 
and Hugh in the northern part of England. It was doubtless experi- 
ments like this, compelled by the pressure of increasing business, which 
suggested the practice, developed in the next century, of sometimes 
letting shires themselves to their sheriffs in custodia instead of ad jirmam. 

In addition to profits of uncertain amount and diverse origin, the 
sheriff was entitled to a customary payment from the men of the shire, 
known as the sheriff’s aid. This payment enters into general history as 
one of the causes of dispute between Henry II and Becket in 1163. The 
king is said to have wished to annex the money given to the sheriffs to 
his own revenues. It is probable that he intended the sheriffs to account 
at the Exchequer for the sheriff’s aid as for the money which they col- 
lected on the king’s behalf. The significance of his proposals can only 
be conjectured, for they were abandoned in face of the archbishop’s 
protest. That Henry wished to take possession of the sheriff’s aid with- 
out compensation to the sheriffs for its loss is highly improbable; he 
depended too much on his sheriffs to alienate them by an arbitrary 
measure of confiscation. He may well have been feeling his way towards 
an increased centralisation of local government, and wished, as a step 
towards this end, to appropriate the ancient sheriff’s aid and compensate 
the sheriffs by a payment direct from the treasury. It is also probable 
that his proposals were suggested by the close resemblance between the 
sheriff’s aid and the Danegeld. The sheriff ’s aid was a geld, a tax laid upon 
land according to the assessment which determined the incidence of the 
Danegeld; it descended from the fiscal system of King Edward’s day. 
Various passages in private charters shew that it was paid four times a year. 
A. Lincolnshire charter of the reign of Henry II refers to it as the “four 
aids of the sheriff,” a Leicestershire charter as the “four gelds of the 
shire.” 1 It was natural that Henry should wish the sheriff's aid to follow 
the other ancient gelds into his treasury. Had it done so, its amount 
and incidence would be less obscure at the present day. In the reign of 
Edward I, the sheriff’s aid in the counties of Cambridge and Huntingdon 
seems to have brought in approximately thirty pounds a year. It was not 
an adequate recompense for the sheriff’s manifold labours, but the 
income which it brought him was not negligible. 

1 Stenton, Danelaw Charters , p. 127- Haverholine Cartulary, Lines, Notes and 
Queries, Vol. xvu, p. 48. 
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Even under the Norman kings, the sheriffs had not been the sole 
dispensers of royal justice in the shires. Apart from the sporadic ap- 
pearance of royal officials sent round the country to do justice, there is 
evidence that already in the reign of William II local officers known as 
justiciars were in existence. The local justiciarship can be traced through 
the reigns of Henry I and Stephen, but it is not generally realised that 
the office still existed in the reign of Henry II. In writs of Henry II, 
few of which have yet been printed, there are definite references to the 
justiciars of Lincoln 1 , Norfolk 2 3 , Warwick 8 , Sussex 4 * , York, and Notting- 
ham 6 . It is probably to these officers that William of Newburgh refers 
when lie states, under the year 1154, that Henry “ appointed in all the 
districts of his kingdom ministers of right and law', to coerce the bold- 
ness of the wicked, and do justice to those seeking it, according to the 
merits of the cases.'” The relation of the local justiciar to the sheriff 
and the shire-court is uncertain, but it is certain that he took precedence 
of the sheriff in the shire. 

The little that is known of these local justiciars suggests that Henry 
did not long continue the practice of appointing them. In matters of 
justice, he seems in his earliest years to have adopted his grandfather’s 
expedients, both employing local justices and sending out officers of his 
court to do justice over a great stretch of the country. The year 1166 
may be regarded as a turning-point. The Assize of Clarendon, issued in 
that year, opens a new phase in the history of criminal jurisdiction in 
England. The king then commanded that twelve lawful men of every 
hundred and four lawful men of every village should declare on oath if any 
in their hundred or village had been accused or suspected of being a robber, 
murderer, or brigand, ora harbourer of such, since Henry became king. 
The presentments of these jurors were to be taken before the sheriffs 
and again before the justices. Those who were apprehended by reason 
of such presentment were to have judgment before the king’s justices 
only, they were to go to the ordeal by water, and the chattels of the 
guilty were to go to the king. Men of ill repute proved innocent by the 
water were nevertheless to abjure the realm. Gaols were to be built in 
counties where there were none, for the custody of prisoners awaiting the 
coming of the justices. In the case of those apprehended in any other 
way than through presentment, the procedure was to remain “as it was 
and ought to be,” a provision which allowed the sheriff to deal with 
crimes other than those specified, and with many minor offences, such 
as petty assaults. This measure was a long stride towards centralisa- 
tion. Ten years later, the Assize of Northampton, reinforcing that of 

1 R.M. Harl. MSS. 742 f. 265. Cott.Vesp. E. xvn f. 19b. 

2 B.M. Cott. Galba E. n f. 31 d and 33d. Cott. Claud. D. xm f. 41. 

3 P.R.O. Exchequer K. R. Misc. Bks. 22 f. cxxv. 

4 B.M. Cott. Faustina A. in f. 74b. 

6 B.M. Cott. Vesp. E. xix f. 7- 
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Clarendon, gave to the justices cognisance of other grave crimes which 
had lain outside the scope of the earlier assize. For the first time in 
English history, criminal justice was to be administered all over the 
land in accordance with the same rules. 

The years between 1166 and 1180 were years of experiment in the 
centralisation of justice. The Assize of Clarendon was enforced by Earl 
Geoffrey de Mandeville and Richard de Luci. The justiciar ii or barones 
err antes who conducted the Inquest of Sheriff's were large companies of 
barons and clergy. But the judges who from 1168 onwards were doing 
justice and assessing tallages in the shires were household and Exchequer 
officials of the king. The Assize of Northampton of 1176 was put into 
operation by six groups of three justices, whose work was made heavy 
by the disturbance of the rebellion. When the king returned from 
Normandy in 1178, he recalled the eighteen judges, and appointed five, 
who were not to depart from his court but were to remain there to hear 
complaints, so that if any matters needed special consideration they 
could be determined by the king with the advice of his counsellors. This 
provision originated no new court; it was an arrangement by which the 
king, exercising his ancient prerogative of justice, might inspect the work 
of his judges. He spent his time in England going from place to place, 
and the five judges doubtless travelled with him. Richard de Luci retired 
from the justiciarship in the next year, and Henry did not immediately 
appoint a new Chief Justiciar. He divided the country into four districts 
for the purpose of judicial administration. Ranulf de Glanville and 
five other judges were placed in charge of the north; the three southern 
districts were each put in charge of a bishop, who was also a curialis . In 
1180 Glanville became Chief Justiciar. From that time, justices visited 
the shires in almost every year. They inspected the local administration, 
inquired into the king’s rights, and assessed taxes; justice was only a 
part of their work. These justices were intimately connected with the 
Exchequer. It was thence they set out, and they returned there to hand 
in their rolls; so the fact that the Exchequer was at Westminster 
meant that Westminster became the centre of the judicial system. There, 
judges sat almost continuously, for the Exchequer officials were the 
judges. The justices de banco are the justices of the bench at West- 
minster. They did not form a different court from that of the justices on 
eyre; there was but one court, and that the king’s. The distinction 
between the judges who sat at Westminster and those who went round 
the country was narrow. The justices on eyre were governed by the 
terms of a commission; those who sat at Westminster sat there pri- 
marily to deal with pleas brought up by people who wished for the best 
available opinion on their suits, and with pleas transferred from the 
justices itinerant in the country. 

The procedure described in Glanville’s treatise is that of the end of 
Henry’s reign, when the king’s j udges appeared constantly in the shires, 
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and when his court was within the reach of every free man deprived 
unj ustly of his land. Of the means by which Henry brought about this 
result all too little is known. The king could not force men to seek his 
court for civil litigation; he could only attract them to it by giving 
better justice than the courts of honours and manors, shires and hundreds. 
No one doubted that it belonged to the king, if he chose, to see that 
justice was done to those who sought it; appeal to the king was always 
possible. The work of Henry II in centralising justice in the king’s 
court must not be overrated. The writs of Henry I suggest that the 
rule of law, familiar to readers of Glanville, that no one need answer for 
his free tenement in his lord’s court without the king’s writ or that of 
his justiciar, may have been already established before 1185. Glanville 
speaks of it as according to the customs of the kingdom, not as though 
it were a recent enactment. The writ of right may well have been known 
by that name before Henry became king; Conan, Earl of Richmond, 
refers to it by name in a charter which must be earlier than 1158 K The 
procedure by which a plea was removed from the feudal court to the 
shire-court on the plaintiff proving in his lord’s court before the sheriff 
that his lord had failed to do justice was probably the same as that 
described by Glanville, even in the first half of the century. The king 
could always send his justices into the shire-courts to hear the suits in 
process there. But the first condition to be fulfilled before the king 
could take justice into his hand was the frequent appearance of royal 
justices in the shires; only then would it be worth men’s while to 
appeal to the king. 

With the advice of his barons, the king could always make general 
statements of law. He could also send men round the country to inquire 
into his rights by means of the sworn inquest. It is probable that Henry’s 
first step towards the centralisation of justice was to combine these pre- 
rogatives, At or about the time of the Assize of Clarendon, he must 
have declared that no man might be disseised unjustly and without 
judgment of his free tenement, and commanded his justices to inquire 
touching such disseisins within the period covered by the Assize. Ten 
years later, in the Assize of Northampton, he made a general statement 
that a man’s heir should have such seisin as his ancestor had on the 
day when he was alive and dead, and he commanded that, where the lord 
of the fee had prevented this, the justices should inquire touching the 
dead man’s seisin and restore it to his heir. The justices were again 
commanded to inquire into disseisins committed within the limit of time 
covered by the Assize. These two enactments lie behind the procedure 
begun by the writs of Novel Disseisin and Mort d’ Ancestor, but they did 
not immediately create those writs and that procedure. It appears as 
though Henry at first made his benefits for a time compulsory that he 
might make people realise their advantages before he put up definite 
1 Harl. Chart. 48 G 41. 
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writs and a definite procedure for sale. That the result of these enact- 
ments was the taking of possession under the royal protection is true, 
but it is certain that Henry and his justices did not set out deliberately 
to protect possession. Their aim was to quell the disorder of self-help, 
and to provide a speedy remedy for the man unjustly dispossessed of his 
tenement or prevented from entering into his inheritance. Writs of pre- 
vious kings shew that here, too, he was working on foundations already 
laid 1 . Henry IPs genius lay in subtly devising a single means to fit the 
many slightly varying circumstances. 

It was not the partiality of feudal lords but the inadequacy of 
feudal procedure that ultimately brought all free men into the king’s 
court. Feudal justice was slow. It was felt that a man must be present 
in person to conduct his suit. Hence, there was developed a complicated 
law of essoins, of excuses for non-attendance; an unwilling suitor could 
prolong his plea almost indefinitely by making full use of his essoins. 
When the justices of John’s reign investigated complaints that a feudal 
court had failed to do justice, the evidence often shewed, not that 
injustice had been done, but that the plaintiff had brought his troubles 
on himself by refusing to answer in his lord’s court or by expecting his 
essoins to avail him too long. Moreover, the ownership of land was 
decided in the feudal courts by the issue of the duel between two cham- 
pions who were supposed to be ready to fight because they were witnesses 
of the truth. It was difficult for the king to interfere in such pleas, 
where the lord of the court was giving the best justice that feudal law 
permitted. Hence it was that he allowed to the defendants in such suits 
the regale henejicium of the Grand Assize. Dr Round has shewn that 
the Grand Assize, the Assize of Windsor as it is sometimes called, was 
probably issued in 1179. The tenant alone could avail himself of this 
royal benefit. If he put himself on the Grand Assize, the case was 
removed from the feudal court into the king’s court, and judgment was 
given in accordance with the verdict of twelve knights of the shire chosen 
by four knights summoned by the sheriff for the purpose. The question 
of the truth of the case, whether this man or that has the greater right, 
was put to the jury. That the king’s barons were conscious of the 
shortcomings of feudal procedure is evident from the fact that the 
Grand Assize was issued by the king with the advice of his barons, 
consilio procerum. 

Although the king was always regarded as the fountain of justice, his 
duty was rather to see that justice was done than to do it himself. It is 

1 E.g. P.R.O. Ancient Deeds, B. ]1342. “S. Rex AngF Waltero filio Gisleberti 
et preposito suo de Mealdona salutem. Si cauonici Sancti Martini Loud’ poterint 
monstrare quod Oswardus de Meldona iniuste et sine iudicio illos dissaisierit de 
terra sua de Meldon’ de burgagio tunc precipio quod faciatis illos resaisiri sicut 
saisiti fuerunt die qua rex Henricus fuit vivus et mortuus...Et nisi feceritis Ricardus 
de Luci et vicecomes de Essexa faciant fieri ne audiam inde clamorem pro penuria 
recti.” I owe this reference to Mr Lionel JLandon. 
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evident from Glanville’s words that some suits were felt to be rightly 
brought in the first instance into the royal court, and that the king 
could if he wished order that others should come to it too. The dis- 
putes of tenants -in-chief for land held in chief of the king came naturally 
into the king’s court. The writ that brought suits directly to the royal 
court was the writ Precipe so called from its first word. It was addressed 
to the sheriff, and told him to command the defendant to restore to 
the plaintiff the land or other property of which he had deforced him 
or to be before the king or his justices on such a day. Although Glan- 
ville says that the king may if he wishes issue this writ, it is clear that 
he felt that suits touching the ownership of land held by sub-tenants 
ought not to be begun in the king’s court where the lord’s court was 
ready to do justice to the plaintiff. The aim of king and barons alike 
in the legal reforms of the reign was to secure quicker justice and thus 
maintain better order in the laud. It was not the mere bringing of suits 
to the king’s court that secured speedy justice, it was the employment 
of further expedients to secure quicker action, expedients which the king 
alone could sell. The plea which settled a man’s right to the owner- 
ship of land was of necessity long in whatever court it was heard. 

As in the feudal courts, so in the king’s court, cases concerning the 
ownership of land were decided in accordance with the issue of the duel, 
unless the defendant put himself on the Grand Assize. The law of essoins 
ruled in every court alike. Although Glanville says in praise of the Grand 
Assize that it did not admit of so many essoins, and therefore allowed an 
earlier decision, it was sufficiently tedious in fact ; to carry through a suit 
for the ownership of land might take many years. The case of Richard of 
Anesty is always quoted to prove the delay in law-suits in the Angevin 
period. But Richard’s sorrows, though great, have been given undue pro- 
minence. His case fell early in Henry’s reign; he began it before the 
Toulouse expedition, and it involved the papal as well as the royal court. 
In every way it was exceptional. The time taken by the ordinary suit 
in the king’s court at the end of Henry’s reign can best be judged by the 
records of proceedings in the reigns of his sons. But the gaps in the 
series of extant rolls make difficult the tracing of suits. There are few 
parallels to the statement in a roll of 1194 that Simon Grim has fol- 
lowed the same suit “for seven years in divers courts.” 1 

In addition to the fact that many years might elapse before the 
question of the ownership of land was settled by the judgment of a 
court, the plaintiff* in a plea of right was in an unfavourable position. 
The defendant had the choice of procedure, the duel or the Grand Assize. 
The defendant also had the land. Men, sure of the fact that they had 
been unjustly evicted from their land, or prevented from entering into 
their inheritance, could afford to forgo the security which a judgment in 
their favour in a writ of right would give. They could well be content 
1 Rotuli Curiae Regis, i, p. 68. 
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with a speedy judgment by which they could be put in immediate pos- 
session, in seisin, of their land. Hence it was that, when Henry passed 
from making compulsory inquiries into unjust and extra-judicial dis- 
seisins to allowing the purchase of writs which ordered the summons of a 
jury to answer definite questions with regard to the seisin of land, he 
found people ready to take advantage of his devices. The jury sum- 
moned by the writ of Novel Disseisin answered the definite question: 
Has the plaintiff been disseised unjustly and without judgment within 
the period covered by the assize? The writ of Mort d’ Ancestor ordered 
the summons of a jury to answer the questions: Was the ancestor of the 
plaintiff seised of the land at issue on the day he died? Did he die 
within the period covered by the assize? Is the plaintiff his next heir? 
A third recognition, known as Darrein Presentment, was devised probably 
about the year 1179. Advowsons were a fertile source of litigation, and 
a new parson could not be appointed to a church the advowson of which 
was in dispute. The Lateran Council of 1179 required the diocesan 
bishop to fill the vacancy if the patron delayed too long in making his 
presentation. The writ of Darrein Presentment ordered the summons of 
a j ury to inquire who presented the last parson to a vacant church in time 
of peace, and it was adjudged that he or his heir should present again. 
The three recognitions begun by these writs became in a few years 
extremely popular. They were speedy, for few essoins were allowed. 
Pew indeed were necessary, for a favourable judgment under one of 
these assizes gave the winner no right of ownership in the disputed land 
or advowson; the loser could still bring the writ of right in his lord’s 
court. Barons used the new procedure, which was meant as much for 
them as for the humble freeman. It is customary to speak of these devices 
as though they were directly aimed against the barons and their courts. 
But to say that Henry deliberately set out to protect possession or seisin 
in order to deprive the baronial courts of their jurisdiction is completely 
to misunderstand the conditions of the time. The curtailment of suits 
was as much to the advantage of barons as to that of other men. It was 
also to the general good that men should not be tempted to self-help 
by the law’s delays. Moreover, such was the love of litigation at this 
time that it is doubtful if the new recognitions made very much difference 
to the volume of business in the feudal courts. 

The Leges Henrici Primi shew that in the reign of Henry I a court 
of justice was regarded as a place where men might either be brought 
together in love or separated in judgment. It was as much the duty of 
the judge to end litigation by arranging an agreement as by delivering 
a judgment. The famous pleas of the early years of Henry II were often 
ended by a compromise. In the course of the reign, the idea of embody- 
ing the agreement so arranged in the form of a chirograph, an indenture, 
was elaborated by the development of a definite formula for the record 
of the convention. Written twice, head to head, on one piece of parch- 
oh. xvii. 
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ment, the text recorded the place and date of the agreement and the 
judges before whom it was made. It then proceeded to recite the terms 
of the agreement. The authenticity of the text was guaranteed by the 
device of severing the parchment through the word Cvrographum 
written between the two copies. Originally devised with the object of 
curtailing and preventing litigation, the final concord came to be regarded 
as the ideal way of making an agreement touching ownership; for the 
king’s court would enforce its observance. It, soon became, worth men’s 
while to bring a fictitious action as the formal preliminary to a pre- 
arranged agreement, in order to enjoy the security given by a final 
concord made before the king’s justices. The final concord had before 
it a longer history than either Henry or G-lanville can have foreseen. 

The year 1166, in addition to being a turning-point in legal history, 
has been claimed as marking a revolution in financial organisation. In 
that year the policy which ultimately assimilated towns to the royal 
demesne, and made them with it subject to aids or tallages assessed by 
royal justices, was definitely entered upon. Also in that year Henry 
required his tenants-in-chief to send him a sealed return, informing him 
how they had arranged the details of their knight-service. He did not 
ask the amount of the knight-service that they owed, the servkkm 
dehitum. He asked how many knights had been enfeoffed before the 
death of Henry I, and how many since, and how many, if any, remained 
to be provided for by the tenant-in-chief himself. He asked, in fact, 
how many knights were of the old enfeoffment, how many of the new, 
and how many “in demesne”; the names of the knights enfeoffed had 
also to be returned. The object of this enquiry has generally been 
regarded as financial. Dr Round has pointed out that after 1166 tenants- 
in-chief paid on their servicium dehitum. only in those cases where they 
had enfeoffed fewer knights than the amount of the knight-service that 
they owed the king. Where for any reason the tenant-in-chief had 
enfeoffed more knights than his actual service required, he paid after 
1166 on the number of knights that he had actually enfeoffed and not 
on his servickm dehitum. Dr Round has therefore argued that the object 
of the returns was to secure “a new feudal assessment.” That Henry did 
in fact compel some of his tenants-in-chief to pay on more knights than 
their old servicium dehitum is certain, but there remained many cases in 
which no difference in the assessment or in the amount paid was made 1 . 
It is also highly probable that Henry’s object in making the enquiry was 
in part at least political, and that the Archbishop of York is accurate 
in his statement that the king has asked the questions because he wishes 
to know the names of the knights, in order that those who have not 
done allegiance, and whose names are not written on the king’s roll, 
may do allegiance before a certain date. 

It is on his achievement in setting English lawyers upon the paths 
1 More research into this matter is needed. 
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that they have trodden for seven hundred years, and are indeed treading 
yet, that the fame of Henry II rests. He was the greatest and the richest 
king in western Europe. One of his daughters married the King of Sicily, 
another the Duke of Saxony, Henry the Lion. The latter marriage made 
much history. But the triumph of his reign lay, not in his riches or 
alliances, but in the fact that his contemporaries recognised in him the 
greatest lawyer of his day. Kings came to him for judgment. If in his 
enforcement of the forest laws Henry shewed himself not only ungenerous 
but unjust, it was a matter of gratulation and wonder that the poor 
could come to his court and win justice against the rich. The men about 
his court were not mere judges and administrators, they included men of 
letters. Henry was fortunate in his servants, but the court of those 
days was what the king made it. Henry's greatness has always been 
recognised, and much that was done by previous kings has been in the 
past assigned to him. Of late years, justice has been done to the work 
of his predecessors. It has been realised that Henry worked on founda- 
tions already laid. But the foundations were slight — a lew formulas, 
the beginnings of an idea. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 

FRANCE: LOUIS VI AND LOUIS VII 
(1108-1180). 

The history of France throughout the reigns of Louis VI (1108-1137) 
and Louis VII (1137-1180) is completely dominated by two apparently 
contradictory factors. We see on the one hand the persistent extension 
of the Anglo-Norman domain, which, from the day that it passed into 
the hands of the Counts of Anjou, gradually increased until it included 
more than half of France; while on the other hand it is obvious that the 
king’s power was daily becoming more firmly established, daily gaining 
as much in strength as it lost in extent through the growing predominance 
of Normandy and Anjou. Philip I’s two immediate successors concentrated 
nearly all their energies, though not with equal zeal, upon a twofold task: 
to oppose the English monarch’s invasion of the kingdom, and to 
recover authority over all the territory that was normally subject to the 
Crown. 

The most urgent matter was to secure obedience from the barons of 
the royal domain, whose turbulence and insubordination threatened to 
make the sovereign’s authority of no effect, even in the Isle de France. 
This was the task to which Louis VI especially applied himself. Even in 
his father’s lifetime, as we have seen 1 , he had attacked the problem with 
energy. 

No work could have better suited this vigorous soldier-king, in whom 
courage was carried to the point of temerity. In person he was tall and 
strong, with a tendency to corpulence that earned him the nickname of 
le Gros , and, to his great sorrow, began to unfit him for the rough pro- 
fession of arms when he was no more than forty years of age. A large 
eater, and a lover of freedom and gaiety, he was at the same time honest 
and upright, cheery and easy of approach : and his contemporaries charge 
him with but one serious failing, that of cupidity. All are agreed in 
praising the rare energy and valour of which the record of his actions is 
sufficient evidence. 

Of the first years of his reign, indeed, hardly one passed that did not 
see him actively employed in fighting and chastising his turbulent vassals. 
The massive castles by means of which they dominated the highways had 

. 1 Supra, Vol. nr. Chap. v. 
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become mere dens of brigands, and the terror that they inspired is 
described in vivid terms by the chroniclers of the day. A traveller from 
Paris to Orleans, for instance, was threatened at every step by some fresh 
danger. Whether he were minded to follow the highroad, or to avoid it 
in the hope of escaping “ the ravening wolves , 11 the lord of some castle 
would be lying in wait to fall upon him and rob him. The owners of the 
fortresses of Montlhery, Chateaufort, La Ferte-Alais, and Le Puiset were 
masters of this part of the country, and had reduced it to such a “chaos 
of confusion , 11 says one of the chroniclers, “that it was unsafe to venture 
upon the road without either obtaining their consent or securing a con- 
siderable escort . 11 If a man were bound for Melun he found his way 
barred by the fortress of Corbeil; if for Mantes, Dreux, or Chartres, he 
was forced to reckon at least with the castles of Chevreuse, Epernon, 
Rochefort, Gometz, Montfort-l’Amauri, Montchauvet, Houdan, and 
Maule. 

Everywhere the barons, safeguarded by their fortresses, perpetrated 
the same excesses: these usually consisted, not only in robbing merchants 
and pilgrims, but also in fleecing the peasants, in seizing their wine, corn, 
and cattle, and in pillaging the property of the neighbouring churches 
and abbeys, invading the abbeys themselves, and making imperious 
demands for food and shelter for all their suite. It was these last mis- 
doings that drew down upon them, not unnaturally, the worst impre- 
cations of the writers of their day, who were nearly all clerics. There 
were certain barons who went even further than the rest, and took 
pleasure in posing as veritable dilettanti^ so to speak, in the arts of 
brigandage and cruelty. The most famous example of this type was the 
son of Enguerrand of Coucy, that Thomas of Marie of whom a con- 
temporary chronicler, Guibert, Abbot of the neighbouring monastery of 
Nogent, has given us an imperishable portrait. 

After a youth spent in debauchery, and in robbing unfortunate 
pilgrims bound for the Holy Land, Thomas had come to take a positive 
delight in murder. His cruelty, says the worthy Guibert of Nogent, “so 
far exceeded previous experience that men who were notoriously cruel 
killed cattle, apparently, with more regret than he shewed in slaying men . 11 
He slaughtered without cause for the sheer pleasure of it; and he ex- 
hibited great ingenuity in devising horrible deaths for his victims. Some- 
times, it was said, he would hang a man by his thumbs or some other part of 
the body, and shower blows upon him till he died. Guibert of : Nogent 
declares that he was present one day when Thomas of Marie had the eyes 
of ten of his victims tom out, with the result that they immediately 
expired. On another occasion he asked a peasant who had angered him 
why he did not walk faster, and on the man answering that he was 
unable to do so — “Wait a moment , 11 cried Thomas; “III make you bestir 
yourself l 11 and leaping from his horse he drew his sword and cut off both 
the peasant’s feet at a single blow. The poor wretch died; and Guibert, 
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who tells the story, adds: “No one can imagine the number of those 
who perished in his dungeons, from starvation, from torture, from 
filth. 11 

Fortunately, not all the petty barons by whom the king was confronted 
were fashioned after this pattern; but the evil was deeply rooted every- 
where, and it was necessary for Louis VI to complete without delay the 
purge which he had begun even in his father’s lifetime. The two seigneurs 
who gave him the most trouble were this very Thomas of Marie whom 
we have just described, and Hugh, lord of Le Puiset. The latter, 
though not so perverted as Thomas, was the terror of the country round 
Chartres, which he ravaged, pillaged, and devastated with fire, with- 
out intermission and without mei*ey. In March 1111, when Louis VI was 
holding his court at Melun, the charges brought against this brigand were 
particularly vehement and urgent. To the complaints of Theobald, Count 
of Chartres, were added those of the Archbishop of Sens, the Bishops of 
Chartres and Orleans, the abbots of such monasteries as were especially 
open to attack, and many canons and priests, all of whom besought the 
king to rid them of this “rapacious wolf,” to “tear from the monster’s 
jaws ’’ their property, the fertile fields of Beauce that he “ was devouring.” 
On being summoned to the king’s presence to answer for his depredations, 
Hugh, not unnaturally, evaded the summons. He was promptly 
declared to have forfeited his fief by this refusal to appear, and Louis VI, 
after calling upon the rebel to surrender, gathered an army and, supported 
by the Count of Chartres, laid siege to the castle of Le Puiset. It was 
only after a fierce struggle that he succeeded in reducing it. Hugh was 
taken prisoner, and the castle was burnt and razed to the ground. 

But Hugh was one of those men whom misfortunes only exasperate. 
No sooner had the king, in 11 IS, been rash enough to release him than, 
with renewed ferocity, he returned to his evil courses, “as a dog that has 
been chained up too long,” says Suger, “will bite and tear everything that 
comes his way.” The king was engaged in a war with Henry of England 
and Theobald of Chartres; and Hugh, taking advantage of his em- 
barrassment, raised a band of marauders and proceeded to ravage the 
country, Pillage, robbery under arms, imprisonments, were resumed with 
fresh energy; and one day, when the king arrived in haste to put a bridle 
on the robber’s daring, he found that the castle of Le Puiset had arisen 
from its ruins. Hugh, who on this occasion had the help of the Count of 
Chartres, held his own against his sovereign, who was repeatedly repelled, 
and only overcame the terrible baron after the Count of Chartres had 
withdrawn from the struggle. Hugh was despoiled of all he possessed and 
his castle was again destroyed, the walls razed, the moats filled up, the soil 
levelled. This was trouble thrown away, however; for hardly was the 
king’s back turned before the demolished fortress rose again as though 
by magic. Hugh, who was pledged to return to the place no more, 
promptly entrenched himself within its walls, and continued, as before, to 
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terrorise his neighbours. This time the victory remained with Louis VI, 
who besieged Le Puiset in 1118 and finally stripped the baron of his 
possessions. Before surrendering, however, Hugh had at least the pleasure 
of killing, with his own hand and lance, the king’s seneschal and faithful 
friend, Anseau of Garlande. He was destined soon afterwards to lose his 
own life in an expiatory pilgrimage to the Holy Land. 

These episodes in Louis Vi’s conflict with one of the most unruly 
barons in his domain are an indication of the difficulties he had to 
overcome. Against Thomas of Marie he was obliged to organise a 
regular holy war. In the town of Laon, at this time, the fury of the 
populace had broken loose and the most dreadful excesses were being 
committed. Bishop Gaudri and his followers, who had tricked the 
townsfolk and had suppressed their commune with the king’s consent, 
had been murdered in a riot, the prelate’s body covered with wounds and 
mutilated, the houses of the nobles and clergy sacked, and the churches 
and episcopal palace set on fire. This was in April 1112. The townspeople, 
fearing the consequences of the king’s anger, appealed to Thomas of 
Marie, who eagerly granted them his protection and enrolled them in his 
band of robbers. Pie removed from his path by murder Gautier, the 
Archdeacon of Laon, and took possession of two properties belonging to 
the abbey of Saint- Jean-de-Laon, Crecy-sur-Serre and Nouvion-FAbbesse. 
Here he took shelter behind massive walls and strong towers, whence he 
only emerged to fall upon his prey. The dignitaries of the Church were 
roused; and in December 1114<, at a council held at Beauvais under the 
presidency of Cono, Cardinal-bishop of Palestrina and legate of the 
Holy See, Thomas was excommunicated, placed under the ban of 
Christendom, and pronounced unworthy henceforward to bear a sword. 
The king was implored to lose no time in suppressing the insane audacity 
of this protector of Bishop Gaudri’s murderers, this rifler of churches and 
pilgrims. Thomas was pursued by the reiterated anathemas of prelates 
in council and synod, and of every parish priest; he soon found himself 
held at bay by the popular levies, whom the summons of the clergy had 
gathered in large numbers to fight in the pious cause under the king’s 
banner. The fortresses of Crecy and Nouvion fell in turn into Louis Vi’s 
hands, and were utterly demolished (1115). Thomas was surrounded in 
his castle of Marie, and was forced to beg for absolution from the Church 
and for mercy from the king. 

Louis, who at the time had a good deal of other business on his 
hands, was imprudent enough to pardon him, and was hardly out of 
sight before the robber’s acts of violence began again. For fifteen long 
years he was able to indulge in these practices to his heart’s content, 
while no one, not even the king, dared to oppose him. In the meantime, 
on the death of his father Enguerrand in 1116, Thomas had become lord 
of Coucy and Boves, and seemed able to defy all attacks; until, in 1130, 
Louis VI was driven by the constant complaints of the clergy and the 
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urgent entreaty of Ralph, Count of Vermandois, to organise an expedition 
against him. It was only by a stroke of good fortune that the king was 
enabled to end the matter quickly. Thomas, being taken by surprise 
before Coucy and mortally wounded, fell into Louis 1 hands, and died at 
last, to the great relief of the whole district. To the very end he obsti- 
nately refused, in spite of his sufferings and the threats and entreaties of 
others, to order the merchants whom he had robbed and imprisoned to 
be set at liberty. 

With opponents such as this, as may easily be imagined, Louis VI 
found that the task to which he had resolved to devote himself, of bringing 
peace into the royal domain, was an arduous undertaking, and one that 
required persistent effort on his part. Even in 1108, immediately on his 
accession to the throne, he was involved in war with Hugh of Crecy, 
who, not content with ravaging the country, had crowned his offences by 
capturing Eudes, Count of Corbeil, and imprisoning him in the dungeons 
of La Ferte-Alais. To set him free it was necessary to besiege that 
fortress, which only surrendered to the king after a long struggle, full of 
vicissitudes. 

A few months later, in the spring of 1109, Louis VI was again in the 
field. This time he was besieging Mantes, which he recovered after 
a strenuous fight from his half-brother Philip, the son of Bertrada 
of Montfort. This count, like the barons of less distinguished descent, 
spent his time in the sordid plundering of the churches and peasants of 
the neighbourhood. Moreover, he formed dangerous conspiracies against 
the Grown. 

Hardly was this danger averted before an equally serious one arose: 
the lords of Montfort-l’Amauri were threatening to cut off all the king’s 
communications with the country south of Paris. Amauri of Montfort, 
who was already in possession of the castles of Montfort, Montchauvet, 
Houdan, and Eperuon, had married his daughter to Louis VPs recent 
opponent, Hugh of Crecy, and was willing to help his son-in-law in the 
conquest of the castle of Montlhery and its dependencies, notably the 
castle of Arpajon. All these fortresses, combined with Hugh’s other 
castles of Creey-en-Brie, Chateaufort, and Gometz, and those of Amauri’s 
brother Guy of Rochefort at Roehefort-en-Iveline, Chevreuse, and Brethen- 
court, would, if linked to one another, have interposed a continuous barrier 
between the king and a considerable portion of his domain. Louis VI, 
however, hastened to forestall his enemies, and, before Hugh of Crecy 
could interfere, seized Arpajon and handed over Montlhery to Milo of 
Bray, Viscount of Troyes, who claimed it on the ground of hereditary 
right. This occurred at the end of the year 1109. In the meantime Hugh 
of Crecy was forced to fiy precipitately. This turbulent vassal, who 
was nearly as redoubtable as Hugh of Le Puiset or Thomas of Marie, and 
like them had earned a sinister reputation for robbery and murder 
(this “tool of the devil,” as a contemporary chronicler calls him), was des- 
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tined to be a source of trouble to the king for many years after this. In 
1112 he was one of the most ardent supporters of Hugh of Le Puiset and 
Theobald, Count of Blois, in their rebellion, and he was the life and soul 
of the league that was formed at that time against the king by a handful 
of petty barons : Lancelin of Bulles, lord of Dammartin, PaYen of 
Mon tj ay, Ralph of Beaugency, Guy of Rochefort, and Milo of Bray-sur- 
Seine, the very man whom Louis VI had weakly allowed to take possession 
of Montlhery. In 1118 Hugh of Crecy put the finishing touch to his 
misdeeds by treacherously seizing this Milo (who was his cousin-german), 
keeping him in chains in a dungeon at Chateaufort, and finally strangling 
him and throwing his remains to the winds. This was more than could 
be borne. Hugh was excommunicated and left without a friend, his 
castle at Gometz was seized by the king, and he himself threatened with 
the severest penalties. Seeing that his only safety lay in penitence, he 
implored the king’s pardon, which he only secured at the price of losing 
all his estates and assuming the monastic habit. In this garb he was left 
for the rest of his days to meditate on the difference between massacring 
a few common peasants and murdering a baron. 

It was thus, by means of a ceaseless struggle, of which the episodes 
recorded are merely a few examples, that Louis VI gradually achieved 
the establishment of the royal authority within the limits of his domain. 

But Louis and his counsellors were becoming more and more alive to 
the fact that it was the king’s duty to see that peace and j ustice were 
respected throughout the length and breadth of his kingdom ; and that 
by appearing everywhere, even in the most distant fiefs, as the protector 
of the oppressed and the defender of law and right he would revive the 
monarchical tradition, and would become really king of all France. A 
letter addressed to him in 1114 by Ivo, Bishop of Chartres, reminded 
him that “it behoved the King’s Majesty to prevent the violation of the 
covenant of peace, for which he had pledged himself, under Divine 
inspiration, to enforce respect in his kingdom”; and Suger repeatedly 
insisted that the sovereign was bound by his office to “curb the audacity 
of the tyrants” who robbed and oppressed the people, destroyed churches, 
and disquieted the whole country, 

Louis VI did all he could to fulfil this obligation. Vassals, who for 
long years had never thought of their sovereign except to take arms 
against him, he unhesitatingly summoned to appear before his tribunal; 
nor, if any of them refused to obey, did the king fail to raise an army 
and set out upon a costly and fatiguing expedition, with a view to 
teaching the rebel a proper respect for law and order, and obedience to the 
royal will. One day he was on the point of starting upon one of these petty 
campaigns when he was reminded, not only that there were many diffi- 
culties in his way, but that he might even find it impossible to reduce 
a castle that had the reputation of being impregnable. With great 
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spirit Louis answered indignantly: “We decided, in a council held at 
Laon, to make this expedition, and there is nothing in the world that 
could make us change the decision to which we then came. What a 
disgrace it would he for the majesty of the Crown if we were to hold back 
for fear of a bandit!” This answer shews us the whole man. 

A few examples of Louis' intervention will reveal, not only the high 
ideal that he had of his office, but also the increasing confidence with 
which the oppressed, in every part of France, turned to him as to their 
recognised protector. At the very beginning of his reign, in 1108 or 
1109, a seigneur named Aymon Vaire-Vache unblushingly seized the lord- 
ship of Bourbon, although its rightful inheritor was his nephew 
Archambaud, at that time a minor. The king was informed of the 
matter and was implored to maintain the boy’s rights. As Aymon refused 
to appear before the royal tribunal to explain his conduct, Louis VI 
promptly crossed Berry with bis troops, besieged the rebel in his castle 
of Germigny-sur-l’Aubois, forced him to surrender at discretion, and 
took him back to Paris, where he was condemned to restore all the 
property that he had unlawfully seized. This rapid success was bewilder- 
ing. “Kings have long arms!” exclaimed Suger on this occasion, turning 
to account, a line of Ovid. 

Perhaps even more characteristic was his behaviour in 1122 , when 
Aimeri, Bishop of Clermont, on being driven out of his episcopal town by 
William VI, the Count of Auvergne, appealed to the king. Louis, with- 
out a moment’s hesitation, set off to punish the delinquent, after in vain 
summoning him, both by word of mouth and by sealed letters, to appear 
before the royal Court. Mustering at Bourges a large army which 
included some of his most important vassals, such as the Counts of Anjou, 
Brittany, and Nevers, the king marched rapidly into Auvergne, seized as 
he passed the fortress of Pont-du-Chateau on the Allier, and fell upon 
Clermont, which Count William and his men abandoned in disorder. 
They had to submit to the triumphant return of the king’s protege, the 
bishop. 

Four years later the Count of Auvergne thought the moment had 
come to take his revenge. But Louis VI was able to shew that his will 
must be obeyed. He entered upon a new campaign with undiminished 
energy, though the summer heat was overpowering and his stoutness 
increasing so much that, young as he was, the active life of a soldier 
became more difficult for him every day. He advanced swiftly to 
Montferrand, which he burnt, seized Clermont for the second time, and, 
leaving the country settled and at peace, haled the rebel before the 
royal Court at Orleans to render account for his latest misdeeds. 

In the following year there occurred a still more serious episode. On 
2 March 1127, the Count of Flanders, Charles the Good, was assassinated’ 
in the church of St Uonatian at Bruges while actually engaged in his 
devotions. The story of this grievous scandal spread like wildfire through 
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the kingdom, and even to England ; the news was known in London in 
less than forty-eight hours. Louis VI instantly set out for Arras, and 
arrived there less than a week after the murder. Here he remained, 
holding himself in readiness for any emergency. The crime demanded 
an exemplary punishment, and the Flemings had turned to the king for 
help as promptly as he had hurried to their aid. The question was 
complicated, however, by difficulties in the matter of the succession. The 
Count of Flanders had left no direct heir, and while the country was in 
a state of hopeless confusion and the Flemings were occupied in dealing 
with the murderers, a variety of claimants sprang up on all sides and fell 
upon the quarry. William of Ypres, who was a natural son of the 
murdered man’s uncle and was popularly accused of complicity with the 
murderers, succeeded in the course of a few days in taking forcible 
possession of some of the strongest fortresses in Flanders. Other claim- 
ants were Thierry of Alsace, son of Gertrude, Countess of Holland, who 
based his pretensions on the fact that Robert the Frisian, Count of 
Flanders ( ob . 1093), was his maternal grandfather; Arnold of Denmark, 
nephew of Charles the Good, who seized Saint-Omer; Baldwin IV, Count 
of Hainault, who, though his only claim was through his great-grand- 
father Baldwin VI of Flanders (ob. 1070), proceeded to occupy Oudenarde; 
and several others, notably Godfrey the Bearded, Duke of Brabant, who, 
profiting by the prevailing confusion, suddenly discovered claims of his 
own, and hastened to vindicate them by force of arms. 

The king determined to assert himself. While occupied in concen- 
trating his troops at Arras he sent an urgent summons to the Flemings, 
bidding them elect a new count in his presence without delay. Louis had 
a candidate of his own, William Clito the son of Robert Curthose, who 
had been disinherited by his uncle Henry I of England, and has been 
justly called “a perpetual pretender to the duchy of Normandy.” His 
right was certainly no better than that of Baldwin of Hainault, seeing 
that his only connexion with the House of Flanders was through his 
maternal great-grandfather, Bald win of Lille, Count of Flanders (ob. 1067), 
father-in-law to William the Conqueror, But he was the king’s candidate, 
and on 23 March 1127 the Flemish delegates hastened to elect him as 
their suzerain in the presence of Louis VI at Arras. The election was at 
once confirmed by Ghent, Bruges, Lille, and Saint-Omer ; and the king, 
accompanied by the new count, whom he was fully determined to keep in 
a state of strict pupillage, advanced rapidly into the heart of Flanders, 
announcing in a circular letter his intention of making an example of the 
murderers and restoring order to the country. By 2 April he was at 
Ghent ; on 5 April he reached Bruges, where the murderers were block- 
aded in the tower of St Donatian and forced to surrender; a few days 
later, on 26 April, he took Ypres, captured William of Ypres, confiscated 
his property, and dispatched him to a dungeon at Lille ; on the fol- 
lowing day he reduced Aire, Cassel, and all the towns in which William 
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of Ypres had obtained recognition; and finally, on 6 May, he was able 
to set out on his return journey to France by way of Arras. But first, 
he saw the murderers executed — hurled, under his eyes, from the top of 
the tower in which they had taken refuge. He had, it seemed, imposed 
the suzerain of his choice upon the whole of Flanders. 

That a king of France should be in a position to act with so much 
daring and resolution shews plainly how much ground the Crown had 
recovei-ed. His success, it is true, was short-lived; but this was the fault 
of the young count, whose blundering stupidity compromised the whole 
situation as soon as his royal protector left him to himself. In a country 
where the bourgeois were predominant, where commercial and industrial 
interests prevailed, and where social development was far more advanced 
than in that of its neighbours, William Clito imagined that he could 
ignore the people and rely on the nobles alone. The barons and knights 
thought that the moment had come for them to take their revenge, and 
a period of feudal reaction followed. Almost immediately riots broke out 
in the towns; the evicted claimants plucked up courage; Ghent and 
Bruges opened their gates to Thierry of Alsace; Saint-Omer recalled 
Arnold of Denmark, who was secretly supported by the King of England. 
Disorder once niore reigned supreme. 

Louis VI tried to intervene, thinking he could take a high tone with 
the rebels. “I desire you,” he wrote to the people of Bruges on 
10 April 1128, “to send eight notables to me at Arras on Palm Sunday 
(15 April); I will summon as many from each of the towns of Flanders, 
in order to inquire, in their presence and in that of all my barons, into 
the reasons of your disagreement and of your conflict with your Count 
William, and I shall make it my business forthwith to establish peace 
between you and him. If there be any man among you who dares not 
come to me, I will give him a safe-conduct, both for coming and for 
going.” But this time his authoritative tone made no impression on the 
men of Bruges, whose answer was a haughty and violent indictment of 
the King of France. They accused him of selling their country for a 
thousand marks, denied him all right of interference in the election of 
their suzerain, and condemned in very energetic language the treacherous 
treatment they had received from William Clito. They, moreover, had 
settled the question for themselves. They announced without further ado 
that in place of William Clito, who had played them false and had been 
expelled by them, they would recognise no suzerain in future but Thierry 
of Alsace, “ who had a stronger hereditary right to be their count, was a 
wise and loyal man, and had been raised to power in accordance with the 
custom of the country. To him who so admirably adhered to the manners 
and customs of his predecessors they had pledged their faith and homage.” 
This was a direct declaration of war, 

Louis VI, who was at the moment engrossed in other difficulties, 
doubtless understood that the game was lost. The rapid successes of 
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Thierry of Alsace, who made his entry into Lille on 11 April 1128, left 
no room for hope. He contented himself with convening a great assembly 
at Arras, in which Thierry was excommunicated, and with making a 
demonstration before the walls of Lille. Then, having satisfied his 
conscience, he abandoned William Clito to his unhappy fate (May 1128). 
William’s death at the siege of Alost (27 July 1128) hastened the end. 
The whole country submitted to Thierry, and Louis VI was obliged to 
ratify the accomplished fact by giving investiture to the conqueror. This 
time the king had overrated his powers; the hour had not yet come for 
great conquests and the subjection of the great fiefs. It was the head 
of the Anglo-Norman monarchy who was to be the chief instrument in 
proving this fact to Louis. 

Ever since the middle of the eleventh century the kings of France had 
been making ceaseless efforts to arrest the dangerous and ever-increasing 
expansion of the Norman dominion. Philip I, as we have seen 1 , was as 
eager as his father Henry to seize every possible chance of embarrassing 
this formidable vassal and supporting his enemies. But the King of 
France had a redoubtable foe to deal with. The Conqueror’s third son, 
Henry Beauclerc, was not the man to be intimidated by the Capetian. 
Having deprived his brother Robert Curthose of his duchy of Normandy 
and sent him into captivity, declaring, not without reason, that he was 
incapable of maintaining order and peace in his dominion (1106), 
Henry I hastened to take possession of the castle of Gisors. This fortress 
on the right bank of the Epte formed, it is true, an integral part of the 
Norman Vexin, but such was the strategic importance of its position 
commanding the road from Rouen to Paris, that when Henry I did 
homage for Normandy to the King of France they made a special 
agreement on the subject. Both were pledged never to occupy the place 
in person, but either to leave it in the hands of a neutral castellan, at 
that time Pa'ien of Neauplile, or else to demolish it. 

Louis VI lost no time in protesting. He called upon his vassal to 
observe the conventions of the treaty, and summoned him to account for 
his conduct in the presence of his suzerain, whom he was to meet on the 
frontier of their respective dominions, at the bridge of Neauplile on the 
Epte. Both kings came there in force. Henry refused to submit to the 
demands of the King of France, whereupon the latter naively, if courage- 
ously, offered, if need were, to prove his right by meeting the King of 
England in single combat. To the bearers of this strange message Henry 
replied: “When the King of France attacks me I shall know how to 
defend myself!” This incident happened about March 1109. 

This meant war — a war that was destined to drag on for twenty years, 
interrupted from time to time by a truce or a sham peace which enabled 
each of the two foes to keep his eye upon the other while awaiting a 
1 Supra , Vol. in, Chap. v. 
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propitious moment to renew the attack. The tactics of the King of 
France, in his efforts to arrest the growth of the power of Normandy, 
were simple. They consisted in allying himself with the Count of Anjou, 
and favouring the Angevin intrigues in Maine, with a view to keeping 
the Norman from that province, and finally himself attacking him at his 
most vulnerable point, the Vexin, in order to free the royal domain from 
the perpetual menace that threatened it if Gisors remained in the hands 
of the English king. As for Henry, his policy was to secure freedom of 
action by seizing every possible chance of creating difficulties for the 
King of France in his own dominions; and, while seeking to be on good 
terms with the Count of Anjou, to lend his support to Theobald, Count 
of Blois and Chartres, who was to wage perpetual war against Louis, 
harassing his army in the rear as his Norman foes slowly advanced. 

In 1109, at the beginning of hostilities, the alliance between Henry 
of England and Theobald of Blois was not yet concluded, and at one time 
it almost seemed as though Louis VI were about to triumph. He crossed 
the Epte, repulsed Henry’s troops, and pursued his victorious way 
through part of the Norman Vexin. But in 1111 everything was changed. 
Theobald, who in 1109 had figured in Louis Vi’s army, suddenly changed 
sides, and by the spring of the following year had succeeded in bringing 
together a formidable coalition against the King of France. This coalition 
was composed, as we have already seen 1 , of Henry of England and a host 
of petty barons: Lancelin of Bulles, lord of Dam martin, Pai'en of 
Montjay, Ralph of Beaugency, Milo of Bray-sur-Seine, Hugh of Crecy, 
Guy of Rochefort, and Hugh of Le Puiset himself, not to speak of Hugh, 
Count of Troyes. This time Louis was forced to yield. He succeeded, it 
is true, in overcoming the coalition of French barons and in repulsing 
Theobald; but he found it impossible to defeat the English monarch. 
Not only w r as there now no question of obliging him to abandon Gisors, 
but a treaty was signed before the walls of that fortress at the end of 
March 1113, by which Louis agreed, perforce, to recognise Henry I as 
suzerain of Brittany as well as of Maine, which in 1110 had come by 
marriage into the hands of the Count of Anjou. 

Three years were hardly gone before war broke out again (April 1116), 
a war of constant skirmishes on the confines of the Norman and the 
French Vexin, in which each king captured in turn the strongholds of his 
rival. Louis VI, encouraged by several successes, of which the most 
brilliant was the surprise and capture of Les Andelys, early in 1119, by 
means of treachery within the walls, thought the hour had come for 
a decisive engagement. He suddenly offered battle to Henry I in the plain 
of Bremule, not far from Noyon-sur-Andelle. The result was disaster. 
The troops of the King of France were seized with panic when confronted 
by the large and well-disciplined army that the English king had at his 
disposal, and took to flight, carrying Louis with them in their stampede. 

1 See supra , p. 597. 
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He fled precipitately to Les And elys, where he succeeded in finding a refuge, 
but only after wandering alone in the forest of Musegros; his war-horse and 
banner he left in the hands of the enemy (SO August 1119). In his rage 
and humiliation he vainly tried, a month later, to avenge himself by 
attacking the district of Evreux; but, though he captured and burnt Ivry, 
he failed before Breteuil, which was the object of the expedition. In the 
meantime his son-in-law William of Chaumont was being equally un- 
successful at the siege of Tillieres, where he fell into the hands of the 
enemy. Louis was again forced to beat a retreat, and such was his fury 
that he was on the point of burning Chartres, to vent his wrath at the 
expense of Count Theobald. 

And now his failing health, and his weariness of this long struggle 
that had brought him only mortification, prompted Louis to negotiate 
for peace. He appealed to the supreme arbitrator. Pope Calixtus II, oil 
the occasion of a council held by the latter at Rheims on 20 and 21 
October 1119. The Norman monk, Ordericus Vitalis, has given us in 
his chronicle, if not the exact words, at least the substance of the speech 
delivered on this occasion by the “strongly -built, pale, corpulent, eloquent” 
king, whom he seems himself to have seen and heard. The speech was a 
veritable indictment, a denunciation of Henry I’s conduct from first to 
last. Nothing was overlooked, from the iniquitous imprisonment of 
Robert Curthose to the arrest of Robert, lord of Belleme, who had been 
sent on a mission to Henry by the King of France in 1112. “The King 
of England, who was long my ally, has been guilty of constant acts of 
aggression and violence at my expense, and at that of my subjects; he 
took forcible possession of Normandy, which forms part of my kingdom ; 
he has treated Robert, Duke of Normandy, shamefully, in defiance of law 
and justice. Ignoring the fact that Robert was my vassal and his own 
brother and lord, he subjected him to all manner of vexations, and finally 
imprisoned him. Even now he has him fast in his dungeons. And here 
before you stands the son of this unhappy duke, William (Clito), who has 
come hither with me, having been driven into exile and disinherited by 
the King of England! By the mouths of bishops and counts and many 
others, I have called upon him to restore to me the duke whom he holds 
imprisoned; but I have obtained no satisfaction. Robert of Belleme, my 
ambassador, whom I sent to signify my will to him, was arrested by his 
orders in his palace. He loaded him with chains; and has kept him to this 
clay in a cruel prison.” Finally, Henry was also accused of inciting to 
rebellion that Count of Blois, Theobald, whose shameful excesses had 
disturbed the whole kingdom. The Pope promised to intervene. But 
this ex parte statement of Louis VI, who had omitted to say that he 
himself, in 1107, had connived at the spoliation of Robert Curthose, 
was met by Henry I with another that was no less biassed, and was 
moreover supported by various gifts on the occasion of an interview that 
he had with Calixtus II at Gisors in the following November. Henry 
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* agreed, however, to enter into negotiations with the King of France, and 
in 11 SO peace was concluded on these terms: the two adversaries were to 
restore their respective conquests, and Louis VI was to receive homage 
for the duchy of Normandy from William Aetheling, only legitimate 
son of Henry I and heir apparent to the throne of England. In the 
matter of Gisors Louis was obliged to yield. This was a decided set-back. 

On both sides underhand hostilities continued. On 25 November 
1120, Louis VEs hopes were revived by the unexpected death of William 
Aetheling in the White Ship ; and in 1123 a coalition of Norman 
and Blench seigneurs was formed with the object of expelling the King 
of England from the duchy of Normandy and replacing him by William 
Clito. Henry I stoutly held his own against this coalition, while at his 
instigation his son-in-law, the Emperor Henry V, made ready to fall upon 
Rheims in order to hamper Louis VPs actions (August 1124). The latter, 
however, succeeded in diverting the storm. With the most remarkable 
eagerness and unanimity the entire country rose at the king's appeal, and 
rallied round him to repel the national danger. Thereupon Henry V, 
daunted by finding a whole nation in arms, beat a hasty retreat. But 
Louis could not recover the upper hand in Normandy. Henry I triumphed 
over all his enemies, and contributed by his manoeuvres and aggressions 
towards the frustration of the French policy in Flanders. He even went 
so far as to ally himself with the Count of Anjou by marrying (1127 
or 1128) his widowed daughter Matilda, the sole survivor of his legi- 
timate children, to Geoffrey the Fair, heir to the fiefs of Anjou and 
Maine. This marriage was a terrible menace to hang over the head of 
the French king, and it was not long before Louis VII felt its fatal 
effects. 

And yet, as the time drew near for Louis VI to die, it seemed that 
the French monarchy was in a good position. Henry I of England had 
died on 1 December 1135; and Stephen of Blois, who obtained the 
English crown, was fully occupied at home with difficulties that quite 
prevented him from meditating any kind of intervention on the Continent. 
Count Theobald, who, since the death of his uncle Hugh I of Champagne 
in 1125, had been lord over all the territory of the ancient House of Blois 
— namely Champagne, Blois, and Chartres — had at last laid down his arms 
and rallied to the Capetian cause. And finally, an unexpected windfall 
had just placed the whole duchy of Aquitaine in the hands of the future 
king. Duke William X, who had died on 9 April 1137, during a 
pilgrimage to the shrine of St James of Compostella, had upon his 
death-bed confided to Louis VI the care of marrying his daughter and 
heiress Eleanor; and Louis had promptly taken steps to get his son 
accepted as her husband. The future Louis VII was occupied in taking 
possession of Aquitaine when the death of his father on 1 August 1137 
placed him on the throne of France. 
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During the first few years of his reign the new king, who thus became 
his own master at the age of sixteen or seventeen, displayed more activity 
than discretion. It is possible that the suggestions of his young queen, 
Eleanor, on whom he lavished, says one of the chroniclers, “an extravagant 
love,” may sometimes have misdirected his energies; and the counsels of 
the discreet but somewhat ingenuous Suger were inadequate to counteract 
this influence. Without disturbing himself in the least, or putting the 
smallest obstacle in the way, Louis allowed the Count of Anjou to 
increase his territory so rapidly that his power was every day a greater 
menace, and in the meantime threw himself heart and soul into rash 
undertakings which, being* ill-organised and ill-executed, brought him 
nothing but mortification. 

Not content with the acquisition of Aquitaine, which lie had already 
found sufficiently hard to control, he bethought him soon afterwards, in 
1141, of insisting upon the rights to the county of Toulouse that his 
predecessors in the duchy had several times claimed. Accordingly he 
organised an expedition against Count Alphonse- Jourdain. Towards the 
end of June a considerable army marched rapidly upon Toulouse under 
the king’s leadership; but after a few weeks he was obliged to retrace 
his steps without having gained any advantage. 

It was not long before the young king was concerned with more serious 
affairs. For more than two years he squandered the strength of the 
monarchy in a twofold and sterile struggle against the Papacy on the one 
hand and Count Theobald of Champagne on the other. On the death of 
the Archbishop of Bourges in 1141 two candidates were put forward to 
succeed him: Cadurcy the king’s Chancellor, and Peter of La Chatre, a 
near relative of the Chancellor of the Roman Church. The one was the 
king’s candidate, the other the Pope’s. The second was elected, in spite 
of the fact that Louis forbade the clergy to choose him. Louis in a fury 
swore upon the sacred relics that, as long as he lived, Peter should not 
enter Bourges. The sovereign pontiff. Innocent II, calmly retorted by con- 
secrating Peter with his own hands at Rome, and, since Bourges still 
remained closed to him, by laying an interdict on every town, village, or 
castle that should shelter the king. “The King of France is a child,” the 
Pope is declared to have said, “and must be educated, and prevented 
from acquiring bad habits.” In the meantime Count Theobald had added 
fuel to the fire by taking part openly against his sovereign and receiving 
Peter of La Chatre in his domain. This was enough to exasperate Louis VII, 
who already had a subject of complaint against this vassal, in that he had 
twice refused his feudal contingent — in 1138, on the occasion of an ex- 
pedition against the rebels of Poitou, and more recently when Louis had 
marched against Toulouse. 

A fresh incident occurred to aggravate the dissension and hasten 
the rupture. Ralph, Count of Vermandois and Seneschal of France, 
having repudiated his first wife, Theobald’s niece, in order to marry 
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Queen Eleanor’s sister Alice (also called Petronilla) of Aquitaine, three 
bishops of the royal domain consented to dissolve the first marriage on 
grounds of consanguinity, and to bless the second. It was not long 
before protests were raised; and, at a council held under the presidency 
of a papal legate at Lagny-sur-Marne, the three accommodating prelates 
were excommunicated, their decision reversed, the second marriage 
annulled, and the territory of the Count of Vermandois laid under an 
interdict. In itself the incident was commonplace, and the history of the 
times records a score of similar episodes. But the young king, stimulated 
by Queen Eleanor, took the matter as a personal insult. Here again he 
was confronted with Count Theobald. The Council that had annulled 
the marriage of Ralph and Petronilla was held at Lagny-sur-Marne, on 
the territory of the Count of Champagne, who openly took the part of 
his niece, Ralph’s repudiated wife. This was enough to make the irascible 
King of France hold Theobald responsible for the whole affair. With an 
outburst of fury that took his enemy by surprise, Louis VII descended on 
Champagne, attacked Vitry-sur-Marne, captured it, and left it in flames. 
Hundreds of the inhabitants: — thirteen hundred, it is said — perished in 
the burning church. Theobald, whose turbulent habits and baneful 
energy bad gradually given place of late years to a spirit of devotion and 
a zeal for good works, assumed a pathetic attitude that earned him the 
ridicule even of his own subjects. “Why,” they asked, “has not Count 
Theobald spent his time and his money in more useful ways? He has 
what he deserves: for knights he has monks; for bowmen, lay brethren. 
He sees now how little such as these can avail to serve him !” The 
clergy of Champagne, who had suffered cruelly from the royal invasion, 
were at a loss to determine what to do. 

But Louis VII, no doubt, was equally embarrassed. His /victory 
brought him no practical advantage ; it merely increased the unpopu- 
larity of his cause. He was only too thankful, in the summer of 1143, 
to accept terms that pledged him to evacuate Champagne on condition 
that Theobald — through the good offices of Bernard, Abbot of Clairvaux 
— should secure the removal of the ban that had been laid upon the Count 
of Vermandois and the queen’s sister. 

It was not long before Louis perceived that the venerable Abbot of 
Clairvaux, who had conducted all the negotiations, had taken unworthy 
advantage of his inexperience. Hardly had he restored his conquests to 
Theobald before Ralph and Petronilla, who refused to be separated, were 
excommunicated for the second time. The young king’s wrath was 
boundless, and he swore to be revenged upon Count Theobald. Bernard 
of Clairvaux only incensed him the more by affecting airs of innocence. 
What, asked the abbot, had he and Theobald done to deserve the king’s 
reproaches? Was it their fault if Ralph had behaved in such a way as to 
merit excommunication? Had not Count Theobald done his utmost, had 
he not even done violence to his conscience, to secure Ralph’s absolution 
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on the first occasion in the face of a thousand difficulties? And what 
could he do against this fresh excommunication? 

The war was resumed. Louis VII again occupied a portion of 
Champagne, and refused to allow the appointment of bishops to vacant 
sees. Theobald’s attempt at retaliation was to form a feudal league; he 
allied himself with the Counts of Flanders and Soissons. Every day the 
conflict became more bitter, without any advantage accruing to either 
party. Suger and St Bernard were in favour of peace, and perhaps also 
the immediate circle of the new Pope, Celestine II, who had just 
(26 September 1143) succeeded Innocent II, but it was not without 
difficulty that they prevailed over the obstinacy of the young king. 
After stubbornly seeking for months to wreak his vengeance upon 
Theobald, he was forced to yield at all points: to evacuate Champagne 
entirely and unconditionally, to abandon Ralph of Vermandois to his 
fate, and to recognise Peter of La Chatre as Archbishop of Bourges. 
This was indeed a triumph for the Papacy. 

It was fully time for Louis to pull himself together and turn his 
attention towards the west. For, while he was thus exhausting his 
strength in fruitless efforts, the Count of Anjou and Maine, Geoffrey the 
Fair, was taking advantage of every opportunity to extend his dominions. 
While his wife Matilda in England was carrying on a ceaseless struggle 
with its king, Stephen of Blois, in defence of the rights that she had in- 
herited from her father Henry I, Geoffrey descended upon Normandy and 
conquered it by slow degrees. In the course of the successive campaigns 
in which he engaged almost yearly between 1136 and 1144 he won 
nearly the entire province. There remained at last only Rouen; and on 
23 April 1144 that town also yielded. Louis had no choice but to 
accept the accomplished fact, and to recognise his powerful vassal as the 
possessor of the conquered duchy. He had the acuteness, however, to 
prevail upon Geoffrey, in exchange for this concession, to evacuate 
Gisors, the strategical importance of which we have already seen. This 
was, at all events, some compensation. 

It may be thought that by this time the king would have learnt 
wisdom and, profiting by the experience of these early years, Would take 
up the reins of government with a firm hand. But hardly was his 
desperate struggle with the Church at an end, before he became possessed 
by a spirit of mystic piety which prompted him to desert his kingdom, 
and go forth to fight the infidels in a distant land. 

The news of the capture of Edessa by the Atabeg Zangl of Mosul on 
25 December 1144 had recently filled the whole of western Christendom 
with consternation. On Christmas Day 1145, when Louis was with his 
court at Bourges for the ceremony of wearing his crown— a solemnity 
that was customary at the great festivals — he suddenly informed the 
barons of his intention to take the Cross, and exhorted them to follow 
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his example. This suggestion they received with so little enthusiasm that 
it was found necessary to postpone the final decision to another court to 
be held at Vezelay the following Easter. The pious Suger himself advised 
the king against this enterprise; and St Bernard, on being entreated to 
use his influence for the furtherance of the Crusade, dared not take upon 
himself so serious a responsibility, and therefore referred the question to 
the Pope. We have seen in an earlier chapter 1 how the latter decided to 
espouse the cause, and how St Bernard, in accordance with the Pontiff’s 
urgent desire, preached the Crusade with enthusiasm and became its life 
and soul. He it was whose eloquence, at the assembly at Vezelay on 
81 March 1146, succeeded in rousing a fresh outburst of zeal for the holy 
war; it was he who kindled the ardour of the Germans and overcame the 
resistance of King Conrad III, and who was responsible for the organisa- 
tion of the expedition, for all the preparations and arrangements. When 
Louis VII’s army set out on 11 June 1147, success appeared certain. We 
know how these hopes were frustrated: by the discord that so soon broke 
out between French and Germans, and weakened their attack upon the 
common enemy; by the disasters that overtook both armies, the Germans 
at Dorylaeum and the French near Laodicea; and finally by the deplorable 
repulse of the crusaders before Damascus in July 1148, after which the 
greater number of them gave up the struggle. 

Louis VII, however, was quite content to linger in the Holy Land, 
visiting the sacred places and forgetting his own kingdom while he 
devoted himself overseas to pious works. The Abbot of St Denis, Suger, 
who had carried on his shoulders nearly the whole weight of the regency 
since the day of the king’s departure, urged him to return. Hitherto the 
abbot had succeeded admirably in keeping order in the kingdom; but the 
king’s brother Robert of Dreux had lately returned, and the malcontents 
had begun to gather round him. There was even some talk among them 
of deposing Louis and making Robert their king. Happily Suger 
contrived to frustrate these intrigues, and, when at last, at the beginning 
of November 1149, Louis made up his mind to return to his kingdom 
after an absence of nearly two years and a half, he found the country at 
peace. 

Louis VII at last realised where the true interests of the monarchy 
lay. During the early years of his reign he had allowed the whole of 
Normandy to be appropriated by the Count of Anjou, Geoffrey the Fair ; 
and the energetic campaigns conducted by Geoffrey’s wife Matilda and 
their son Henry Flan tagenet— afterwards Henry II — plainly shewed 
whither the dangerous ambitions of the House of Anjou were likely to 
lead. The security of the Crown imperatively demanded that the king 
should employ every possible means, if indeed it were not already too late, 
to undeimme this formidable power, which was infinitely more menacing 
1 See supra, Chap, xi, pp. 373-75. 
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than the Anglo-Norman power had ever been in the days of Henry I of 
France. 

It was an incident of minor importance, the siege of Montreuil-Bellay 
by Geoffrey the Fair, that supplied the pretext for a rupture. Gerald, the 
lord of this little Angevin fortress, had placed himself at the head of a 
strong coalition formed against his suzerain, Count Geoffrey, who had 
retaliated by laying siege to the rebel’s stronghold. But Gerald was the 
king’s protege and his seneschal in Poitou ; Louis therefore made his 
cause his own, and called upon Geoffrey the Fair to raise the siege (1150). 
Suger, who was in this, it must be owned, more remarkable for upright- 
ness than for political insight, succeeded for a time in warding off the 
storm ; but on 13 January 1151 he died, and since Gerald still held out 
stubbornly against Geoffrey the Fair, and Geoffrey continuously refused, 
not unnaturally, to comply with the royal command, hostilities broke 
out. 

Louis had already decided upon a line of conduct. His policy con- 
sisting in putting forward Eustace of Boulogne, the son of King Stephen 
of England, as a rival to the Count of Anjou and his son Henry 
Plantagenet, to whom Geoffrey had transferred the duchy of Normandy 
at the beginning of 1150. Acting in concert, Louis and Eustace made a 
sudden descent upon Caux in May or June, 1151, and repulsed Henry at 
Arques; then, in July, they advanced as far as Seez, which they burnt. 
In the following month, when Louis was preparing to invade the duchy 
of Normandy anew at the head of a still stronger army, a sudden attack 
of fever obliged him to suspend operations. Geoffrey the Fair and his son 
were only too glad to seize this opportunity of coming to terms ; and 
towards the end of August a treaty was signed in Paris by which they 
surrendered to the king, not now Gisors alone, but the whole of the 
Norman Vexin. 

Unfortunately Louis then made an irreparable blunder. His love for 
his wife Eleanor, which had been so ardent during the first years of their 
marriage, had gradually cooled ; while the queen, for her part, having 
grown more and more indifferent to Louis, had been led into frailties, or 
at least into follies, that were by no means pleasing to her husband. This 
state of things had at last resulted in an open rupture between them, and 
Louis, to whom personal feelings were of more importance than reasons 
of State, prevailed upon a council held at Beaugency on 21 March 1152 
to dissolve the marriage on grounds of consanguinity. Barely two months 
later (May 1152) Eleanor married Henry Plantagenet, who, on the 
sudden death of his father Geoffrey the Fair on 7 September 1151, had 
succeeded to the county of Anjou. Since, naturally, the daughter of 
Duke William X took her dowry with her to her second husband, this 
marriage not only meant a loss to the monarchy of the whole duchy of 
Aquitaine, but also a new and formidable acquisition of territory for its 
rival. 
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Too late, Louis recognised tlie mistake that he had made. He hastened 
to take up arms once more, and, as Henry was preparing to cross the 
Channel and fight King Stephen for the English crown, he again invaded 
Normandy. With his army marched, not only Eustace of Boulogne but 
also Count Robert of Perche, Henry the Liberal, Count of Champagne, 
and even the Count of Anjou’s own brother Geoffrey, who was to oppose 
Henry Plantagenet on many more occasions than this. Had the attack 
been conducted with vigour it might have proved disastrous for the young 
Count of Anjou. It was, however, conducted timidly and half-heartedly : 
Louis contented himself with besieging a few places on the frontier, of 
which Neufmarche was the only one he captured. He retreated hastily 
to the shelter of his own castle-walls as soon as Henry shewed signs of 
retaliating. Moreover, when Henry, whose affairs demanded his presence 
in England, proposed a truce at the end of August 1152, Louis — with 
almost incredible weakness — instantly agreed to the suggestion. 

For eight months he remained inactive. At a time when an energetic 
attack on Normandy might perhaps have been fatal to Henry’s success 
in England, and might even have undermined his position on the 
Continent, Louis abstained from action. At last he decided to cross the 
Norman frontier, to besiege Vernon and make a demonstration before 
Verneuil. He even succeeded, after two sieges, in entering Vernon 
(August or September 1153); but he was content to do no more, while 
Henry calmly pursued his advantages in England. By the time the latter 
returned to Normandy in April 1154, his recognition by Stephen of 
Blois as the heir to the English throne had been brought about by the 
death of Eustace of Boulogne ; and Louis VII in alarm hastened to sign a 
treaty of peace ( August 1154). This peace really amounted to a capitula- 
tion on his part. By it he engaged, in return for an indemnity of 2000 
silver marks, to restore the two fortresses that were all he had succeeded 
in capturing, Vernon and Neufmarche, and to relinquish the title of Duke 
of Aquitaine, which he had hitherto continued to use. On 25. October 
following Stephen of Blois died, and a few weeks later (19 December 1154) 
Henry was crowned at Westminster without any attempt on the part of 
Louis to hamper the movements of his formidable enemy. 

At an age when most men are in the full exercise of their powers 
Louis VII, whose blundering impetuosity had once been so much to be 
deplored, seemed suddenly to have become irresolute and almost sluggish. 
Those who were much with him at this time lay stress on his simplicity, 
his gentleness, his placability, and his piety. A certain monk of Vezelay 
frankly declares that the king always inclined to compromise, that he 
loved quiet and detested conflict. Another writer recalls having seen him 
in the midst of a procession, modestly mingling with the crowd of clergy. 
Upright and loyal himself, he had confidence in the honesty of others. 
He was in the habit of walking alone amid his subjects, and it is even told of 
him that one day he lay down in a forest and slept profoundly with only 
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two knights to guard him. When someone expressed surprise, the king 
answered : “ I can sleep alone in perfect safety, because no man wishes 
me ill.” He carried this confiding spirit into all his dealings, without 
any regard for the subtleties of the statesman. A contemporary chronicler, 
Gervase of Canterbury, tells us that he was “a very Christian king, but 
somewhat simple-minded.” “ A very pious man” is the description of 
another writer, “a friend to the clergy, a devout servant of God, one who 
was deceived by many and himself deceived none.” 

To the end of his reign his policy towards Henry II consisted in 
perpetual retreat. Any attempt at resistance on the part of the King 
of France invariably ended in a treaty that gave fresh advantages to his 
opponent. 

Hardly had Henry II established his authority in England before he 
undertook the task of extending his dominions in every direction on the 
Continent. In the north it was the Norman Vexin that he desired to 
recapture from the King of France ; in the west it was Brittany that he 
aspired to make his own; in the south it was the county of Toulouse 
that he demanded as a dependency of Aquitaine. This gigantic pro- 
gramme lie promptly set to work to carry out. 

In 1156, amid the domestic dissensions that had harassed Brittany 
from time immemorial, the county of Nantes had submitted to Geoffrey 
of Anjou, Henry Plantagenet’s brother. When Geoffrey died on £6 July 
1158, Henry claimed the succession to the county, and, as he was quite 
prepared to support his claim by force of arms, his authority was 
recognised at Nantes. Not only did Louis VII abstain from opposing him, 
but he even went so far, it seems, as to smooth his enemy’spath by authorising 
him to enter Brittany with the title of Seneschal of France, which must 
doubtless have given an air of legality to the King of England’s act of 
usurpation. 

The two kings at this time were firm friends. They met near Gisors 
on 31 August 1158, when Louis VII unhesitatingly agreed to betroth his 
third daughter, Margaret, an infant six months old, to the King of 
England’s eldest son, Henry, whose age was then three years, and pledged 
himself to give the bride for marriage-portion the whole of the Norman 
Vexin. This dowry, till the children were of marriageable age, was to be 
left in charge of the Templars. The “good and gentle” king had no 
suspicions; he welcomed his rival to Paris as though he were his best 
friend, and allowed him to take away the little princess. So delighted 
was he with his new friendship that he even made a pilgrimage across 
Normandy to Mont-Saint-Michel, accepting the attentions and marks of 
affection that Henry lavished upon him during the journey without for 
a moment doubting their sincerity. He was entirely absorbed in pious 
thoughts. The pilgrimage to Mont-Saint-Michel failing to satisfy his 
devotion, he planned a great crusade against the Moors of Spain. He 
made sure that his dear friend Henry would accompany him. 
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The latter, however, was of a more practical nature, and, having 
gathered a considerable array and formed a sound coalition, was preparing 
to enforce his rights over Toulouse at the expense of Count Raymond V. 
Recalled thus roughly to the world of reality, Louis VII at last awoke 
and attempted to negotiate. Henry humoured him, and conferences were 
held at Tours (March 1159) and Heudieourt (6-8 June 1159). But the 
King of England had already resolved upon his course of action. At the 
end of June his army set out towards Languedoc, occupied a portion of 
that province, and proceeded rapidly in the direction of Toulouse. The 
town would doubtless have fallen if Louis VII, who had followed his 
rival with a few troops, had not decided, after fresh delays and renewed 
attempts at negotiation, to intrench himself within the walls (September 
1159). Henry dared not take so serious a step as to besiege his suzerain 
the King of France; and as Louis, who was delighted at the success of a 
manoeuvre that called for no effort, resolutely remained in Toulouse, 
the King of England contented himself for the moment with establishing 
his troops firmly in Cahors. He then hastened back to Normandy. 

It was not long before Louis learnt the reasons for this rapid retreat. 
Henry had gained the adherence of Theobald of Blois, Seneschal of 
France, and had proceeded without delay to attack the Reauvaisis in 
person. Louis had barely time to hasten thither; and when he found 
that the Count of j£vreuxhad also deserted him, and had handed over to 
the King of England the castles of Montfort-FAmauri , Rochefort, and 
l^pernon, he was only too glad to obtain a truce (December 1159). This truce 
was followed, in May 1160, by a treaty of peace. The King of France, while 
confirming the former agreement with regard to the Norman Vexin, con- 
fined himself to stipulating, on behalf of the Count of Toulouse, for a 
year’s truce. Henry II, whatever befell, was to keep the fortresses he had 
captured in Languedoc until the expiration of the truce. 

The treaty was hardly signed before the English king, without a word 
of warning, celebrated the marriage of his son Henry to Margaret, the 
little princess whom Louis had so confidingly entrusted to his care 
(2 November 1160). The young husband was only five-and-a-half years 
old, and the bride was certainly not yet three ! But the King of England 
was impatient to lay his hand upon the dowry, the Norman Vexin, which 
he succeeded in obtaining from the Templars in whose charge it had been 
placed. Once more the simple-minded Louis perceived that he had been 
outwitted ; once more he hankered after revenge. He arranged with 
Theobald, Count of Blois, that Chaumont-sur-Loire should be made the 
centre for an attack on Touraine; but in December 1160 the King of 
England took possession of the place. In the following spring, after 
allowing his adversary ample time to fortify himself in Gisors and to 
garrison all the frontier fortresses, Louis made a show of preparing to 
recover the Vexin at the point of the sword ; but after a few skirmishes 
he consented to a new truce. In September 1162 — yielding as usual to 
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the force of circumstances — he agreed to sign a treaty of peace which was 
an open confession of weakness. 

It was at this juncture that the case of Thomas Becket came into 
prominence. We have seen in an earlier chapter 1 how the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, at the end of the year 1164, fled from England, where his 
position was imperilled, and took refuge in France. Louis VII, who 
was delighted to revenge himself upon his enemy without having recourse 
to arms, and was also, no doubt, honestly distressed by the misfortunes 
of the prelate, had declared openly for him at the very beginning. He 
gave his protection to the exile in spite of the protests of the English 
king, who declared that the treaty of 1162 contained a clause to the 
effect that neither of the monarchs should receive in his dominions any 
rebellious subject of the other. When Henry, in one of his letters of 
protest, referred to Becket as the “ex- Archbishop of Canterbury,'” the 
King of France exclaimed: “What! Ex- Archbishop ? Why, the King 
of England has no more right than I to depose even the humblest of his 
clergy!” Yet for two years the matter dragged on, while every day the 
discussion grew less amicable, and a fresh rupture more inevitable. War 
broke out in June 1167 ; but again nothing was effected on either side 
save a few skirmishes on the frontier. When each had burnt a village or 
two and a few castles, the two kings were ready to come to terms. Henry 
could employ his time more profitably than in continuing so fruitless a 
struggle, and Louis was even less disposed than usual to take advantage 
of his enemy’s many difficulties and to conduct the war with spirit. In 
August they agreed to lay down their arms until Easter 1168. On the 
renewal of hostilities Louis acted with his habitual irresolution and weak- 
ness, chiefly confining himself to supporting the rebellions in Aquitaine 
and Brittany against Henry. The month of August saw fresh negotia- 
tions, which led to new truces and new ruptures. Finally, on 6 January 
1169, the two kings again met at Montmirail, near the frontier of Maine, 
to arrange a peace, and at the same time to come to some conclusion on 
the question of Thomas Becket, which was still unsettled. Louis VII, true 
to his character, was content to receive purely nominal satisfaction, such 
as the homage of the younger Henry for Normandy, Brittany, Maine, 
and Anjou, and that of the English king’s second son, Richard, for the 
county of Poitou. As for the questions that had caused the war, they 
were not considered. The Vexin, which Henry had so unceremoniously 
annexed, remained in his possession ; his rights over Brittany, which he 
had conquered, received formal recognition; even Thomas Becket was 
almost sacrificed as well. It was not till many months had passed, and 
many conferences had been held, that an apparent reconciliation was 
effected between him and Henry. 

Shortly after the tragic end of the Archbishop of Canterbury on 
29 December 1170, the opportunity came at last to Louis VII for a 
1 See supra 3 Chap. xvii. 
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striking act of vengeance- Henry II, who pursued his policy of invasion 
untiringly, had succeeded in securing the homage of the Count of 
Toulouse (January 1173), and his power on the Continent seemed to be 
more firmly established than ever, when suddenly his sons broke out 
into rebellion. We have already seen 1 how his son Henry, whose disaffec- 
tion against his father had been carefully nourished by the King of 
France, had (8 March 1173) suddenly fled to the French court, where 
his two brothers Richard and Geoffrey soon joined him, at the instiga- 
tion of Queen Eleanor. At last Louis seemed determined to take a firm 
line; strong in the support of a powerful faction, which included the 
Counts of Flanders, Champagne, Boulogne, Blois, Sancerre, Dreux, and 
others, he at last shewed a warlike spirit. When the envoys of King 
Henry — Rotrou, Archbishop of Rouen, and Arnulf, Bishop of Lisieux — 
came to negotiate with Louis, he turned upon them with bitter com- 
plaints of his adversary’s encroachments. “Why,” he asked, “has the 
King of England, in spite of his solemn pledge, kept Margaret’s dowry, 
Gisors and the Vexin ? Why does he seek to incite against their rightful 
sovereign the people of France, from the mountains of Auvergne to the 
Rhone ? Why did he receive the liege homage of the Count of Toulouse ? 
Tell your master that I swear I will never make peace with him without 
the express consent of his wife and sons!” Not only was Henry the 
Younger received at the court of France with every sign of favour, but 
Louis VII affected to regard him as the true King of England. He had 
a royal seal made for him, and took a solemn pledge to help him in the 
winning of the crown. Henry the Younger received the homage of a 
great number of barons, who had followed him in his rebellion. 

There can be no doubt that a prompt and energetic attack would 
have placed Henry II in a peculiarly dangerous position. But Louis 
was no more capable than on previous occasions of acting swiftly and 
striking with a firm hand. While Henry the Younger, in concert with 
the Counts of Flanders and Boulogne, invaded the country round Bray, 
to the north of the Seine, the King of France lingered over the siege of 
Verneuil ; and when, on 9 August, Henry II’s army drew near, he im- 
mediately decamped and began to parley with the enemy. In the 
following year he made a final effort against Rouen ; but again, on the 
approach of the King of England, he beat a shameful retreat, burnt 
his engines of war himself (14 August 1174), entered into negotia- 
tions, and finally deserted the cause of the rebels, whom he forced to 
implore pardon of the King of England at Montlouis (30 September 
1174). 

Thus Louis VII, with his customary indolence, let slip this unexpected 
opportunity of driving the English monarch into important concessions. 
He allowed Henry II to reduce at his leisure his English and continental 
subjects, who had risen at the call of his rebellious sons, and to enlarge 
1 See supra, Chap. xvn. 
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his dominions still further at the expense of the French monarchy by 
the acquisition of the county of La Marche (1177). There was even a 
time, shortly before his death, when Louis seemed to cherish the illusion 
that he had transformed Henry II into a faithful friend of the Capetian 
monarchy. 

Yet, feeble as this “ good ” king appeared in his struggle with the 
enterprising and active English sovereign, so strong was the force of 
circumstances that, in spite of everything, he left the French monarchy 
more firmly established than he found it — left it with its prestige defin- 
itely restored, and its position in Europe such that it was thenceforward 
a power to be reckoned with. 

And first, within the limits of his own kingdom we find that Louis VII 
pursued, not unsuccessfully, the work of pacification and concentration 
that his father had begun with so much energy. In the preamble to 
one of his charters we read that “ it is the office of the Crown to crush 
those who evade justice, and to support the obedient and submissive and 
secure to them their rights.”' Louis VII indeed was as ready as Louis VI 
to face hardships, and at times to embark upon long expeditions at the 
call of the oppressed, in order to make the royal tribunal respected 
throughout the country and thereby secure recognition of the king’s 
supremacy. In 1153, for instance, when Herve of Donzy complained 
that his father Geoffrey of Donzy was trying to deprive him unjustly of 
the fief of Gien, Louis proceeded thither without delay, captured the 
town, and forced the unnatural father to respect the laws of feudal 
heredity. A few years later the king responded to an appeal from Dreu 
of Mouehy, whom Nevelon of Pierrefonds had driven out of Mouchy. 
Louis mustered some troops and obliged the offender by force of arms 
to shew a proper regard for justice. On two occasions, in 1163 and 
1169, the canons of Clermont and of Brioude appealed to the king as 
their natural protector to save them from the violence of the Counts of 
Auvergne and their agents ; and Louis unhesitatingly plunged into the 
mountains of central France to inflict exemplary punishment upon the 
delinquents, whom he even kept for some time imprisoned. In 1166 the 
Count of Chalon, too, who had dared to lay his hand on the property 
of the great monastery of Cluny, felt the weight of the king’s displeasure. 
The count, though repeatedly summoned to answer for his misdeeds, 
refused to appear; whereupon Louis marched into his territory, took 
forcible possession of it, and confiscated it. In 1173 it was the turn of 
the Viscount of Polignac, whom the royal troops pursued, captured, and 
imprisoned, for molesting the canons of Le Puy. 

As time went on the royal court of justice became able to take a 
more commanding tone, and to insist that the great vassals of the Crown 
should obey its summons. The Count of Nevers, the persecutor of the 
monks of Vezelay, for instance, was forced in 1166 after many evasions 
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to appear before the king’s tribunal in Paris and to abjure his turbulent 
ways. Louis VIPs words to the injured monks at the beginning of this 
long affair were significant : “ I have sent my messengers to summon the 
count. As to what he will answer or what he will do I know nothing 
as yet ; but you may rest assured that if he held as much land as the 
King of England in our kingdom I should not allow his violence to go 
unpunished.” It is also noticeable that as a rule this determined language 
took effect, and that the nobles brought an ever-increasing number of 
cases to be tried before the king’s tribunal. Thus in 1153 the Bishop of 
Langres and the Duke of Burgundy travelled as far as Moret to lay their 
differences before Louis. 

From all quarters of France, even the most distant, appeals were 
addressed to the king. In 1163 the inhabitants of Toulouse, whom he 
had recently defended against Henry II, wrote to express their devotion 
and to beg for further support : “ Very dear lord, do not take it amiss 
that we write to you so often. After God, we appeal to you as to our 
good master, our protector, our liberator. Upon your power, next to 
the divine power, we fix all our hopes.” A certain lord of Uzes wrote 
to him to complain of the illegal dues levied by the Count of Melgueil, 
and to beg for the king’s intervention. Again, in 1173 Ermengarde, 
Viscountess of Narbonne, entreated him in the most urgent terms to 
hasten to the rescue of Languedoc, which was threatened by Henry 
Plantagenet. “We are profoundly distressed, my fellow-countrymen 
and I,” she wrote, “to see this country of ours — owing to your absence, 
not to say your fault — in danger of being subjected to the authority of 
a foreigner who has not the smallest right to rule over us. Do not be 
angry, dear lord, at the boldness of my words; it is because I am a 
vassal, especially devoted to your crown, that it grieves me to see the 
lightest slur cast on your dignity. It is not merely the loss of Toulouse 
that we are threatened with, but that of our whole country from the 
Garonne to the Rhone, which our enemies are confident of conquering. 
I feel that they are even now making all the speed they can, so that, 
when they have subjected the members, they may the more easily over- 
come the head. I entreat you of your valour to intervene, and appear 
among us with a strong army. The audacity of your foes must be 
punished, and the hopes of your friends fulfilled.” 

Beyond the frontiers of the kingdom, too, the prestige of the King 
of France was steadily growing. From the kingdom of Arles came 
numerous promises of fealty, if in return the king would grant his 
intervention. Raynald of Bage, lord of La Bresse, cried urgently for 
his help : “ Come into this country, where your presence is as necessary 
to the churches as it is to me. Do not fear the expense ; I will repay 
you all that you spend; I will do homage to you for all my castles, 
which are subject to no suzerain ; in a word, all that I possess shall be 
at your disposal.” In Dauphine, when Louis VIPs sister Constance was 



Louis VII supports Pope Alexander III 617 

married to the Dauphin of Yiennois, it was considered a matter for 
rejoicing that the French influence had gained ground in that direction. 

Thus it is not surprising to find Louis VII in 1162 playing his 
accustomed part of arbitrator in the great papal schism between 
Alexander III and Victor IV, the candidate of the Emperor Frederick 
Barbarossa. To tell the truth the king’s role was not always very brilliant, 
nor did it reflect much credit on his perspicacity. In August and Sep- 
tember 1162 Frederick, with the connivance of the Count of Champagne, 
entangled him in a web of mystification which at one time nearly had 
disastrous consequences. It will be well to relate the circumstances, as 
we may gain from them some idea of the weaving and unravelling of 
intrigues that went on round this “ good ” king, Louis VII. 

When Hadrian IV died in 1159 two Popes had been elected at the same 
time : Cardinal Roland under the name of Alexander III, and Cardinal 
Oetavian under that of Victor IV. Alexander III, who was elected by a 
majority of the cardinals, represented the party that was opposed to the 
absolute power of the Emperor, the party of Italian independence. 
Between him and Frederick Barbarossa there was no possibility of 
agreement, whereas naturally an alliance existed between the Emperor 
and Victor IV. Alexander III, who had obtained recognition both from 
Louis VII and from the King of England immediately after his election, 
took refuge in France. But, whether because he had not held the balance 
sufficiently equal between Louis and his rival, or because the King of 
France was reckoning on the advantage over Henry II that an under- 
standing with the Emperor might secure for him, the end of the year 
1161 saw the opening of negotiations between Frederick and Louis. 
The question of the schism was naturally placed first on the pro- 
gramme. 

Now, at the court of France there existed a Germanophil party 
headed by Louis VII’s own brother-in-law Henry the Liberal, Count of 
Champagne. He it was whom the king chose to be the principal nego- 
tiator; and moreover Louis made the further blunder of giving a 
prominent part in the affair to the Bishop of Orleans, Manasse, who 
from the first had shewn decided hostility towards Alexander III. So 
successfully did these two, Henry of Champagne and Manasse, conduct 
the affair in the direction of their wishes, that Louis found himself 
involuntarily and almost unconsciously led into far closer relations with 
Frederick than he had desired. The bishop, writing in his sovereign’s 
name to convey final instructions to the Count of Champagne, abused 
Louis’ confidence so far as to insert, on his own initiative, a phrase that 
gave the count full authority to make pledges for the King of France. 
Count Henry lost no time in coming to terms. It was agreed that the 
two monarchs should meet on a bridge that crossed the Saone at Saint- 
Jean-de-Losne on 29 August 1162 ; that each of them should bring his 
Pope with him ; and that, then and there, a mixed commission of 
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arbitrators should be chosen from the clergy and laymen of the two parties 
to adjudicate between the two Pontiffs. Both sovereigns were pledged 
to abide by this judgment; and in the case of Louis refusing to acquiesce 
in these arrangements, or to accept the decision of the arbitrators, 
Count Henry took a solemn oath to abjure his fealty to the King of 
France and to give his allegiance to the Emperor. 

In the meantime Louis, who was still ignorant of the engagements 
entered into by the Count of Champagne, had made every effort to 
persuade Alexander III to be present at the projected meeting. At an 
interview between them at Souvigny in August 1162, the king had in 
vain urged the Pope to yield in this matter, expressing surprise, with 
more or less sincerity, “that since the Pontiff was conscious of the justice 
of his claim he should miss this opportunity of upholding it by a public 
statement of his case.” Alexander was immovable. Pie agreed to send 
four cardinals as delegates, but would do no more; he refused to accom- 
pany the King of France. The latter, chagrined, reached Dijon on 
28 August, and found there the Count of Champagne, who revealed to 
him all the clauses of the treaty and placed him — should Alexander 
persist in his refusal — in this dilemma : he must either recognise Victor IV 
as Pope, or he must lose the province of Champagne to the Emperor, 
“What 1 11 exclaimed the king, “ you presumed to take it upon yourself 
to make such an engagement for me without my knowledge, without 
consulting me!” Henry quoted the letter that he had received from 
Manasse, giving him full powers. The King of France perceived that 
he had been tricked. It was too late for him to retire ; but what could 
be hoped from negotiations that were founded on misunderstandings 
such as these? 

On 29 August the Emperor Frederick came at dawn of day from 
D61e, accompanied by his Pope, to the bridge of Saint- Jean-de-Losne. 
Finding no one there he went away, leaving only a few members of 
his suite upon the spot. A little later Louis VII arrived in his turn 
from Dij on, and begged Frederick’s representatives to consent to a 
delay, since it was only on the previous day that he had heard the 
terms of the convention. At the same time he promised to secure 
the presence of Pope Alexander. On the following morning the Count 
of Champagne, who played a dubious part throughout the affair, 
came to Louis to remind him that, should he reject the terms of the 
treaty, he — Count Henry — was pledged by them to transfer his allegiance 
to the Emperor. “However,” added this sanctimonious individual, “I 
have prevailed on the Emperor to grant a delay of three weeks, on 
condition of your promising to be present, with Alexander, at another 
meeting at the end of that time, and to accept on that occasion the 
arbitrators’ judgment between him and his rival. You must bind your- 
self by securities, in case you fail to abide by their award, to give yourself 
up as a prisoner into the Emperor’s hands at Besan^on.” Louis again 
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naively accepted the terms, and gave as his hostages the Duke of 
Burgundy and the Counts of Flanders and. Ne vers. 

He hoped to persuade Alexander to accompany him ; and indeed a 
good deal of anxiety was felt at this time by the adherents of the 
Pontiff. But a fresh comedy was about to be enacted. Frederick’s army, 
being short of provisions, had gradually broken up and disappeared ; 
and at this moment the King of England, who feared nothing so much 
as an alliance between Louis VII and the Emperor, responded to an 
appeal from Alexander III by arriving on the scene in full force. 
Frederick had but one desire — to withdraw, but to put a good face 
upon it. On the morning of the appointed day, 22 September, Louis 
again repaired to Saint- Jean-de-Losne, where he found no one but 
Rainald of Dassel, the Chancellor of the Empire, who feigned ignorance. 
Never, he declared, could it have entered his sovereign’s head to submit 
the decision on the pontifical election to a commission drawn from 
France as well as from the Empire, seeing that none but the Emperor 
and the bishops of his dominions were qualified to give judgment in 
such a case. Louis then turned to the Count of Champagne, who was 
standing beside him, and begged him to repeat the clauses of the con- 
vention. “Well, you see!” exclaimed the king when this had been 
done, “ the Emperor, who should be here, has not appeared, and his 
representatives have just changed the terms of the treaty in your very 
presence! You are witness to it.”— “That is true,” answered the 
count.— “ I am freed, then, from all my engagements, am I not ?” — 
“ Certainly you are free,” replied Henry. Then the king turned to the 
barons and prelates of his suite. “You have all heard and seen,” he 
said, “ that I have done everything in my power. Am I still bound by 
the convention?” — “No,” answered they all, “you have redeemed your 
word.” Then, wheeling his horse, Louis galloped away upon the road 
to Dijon, turning a deaf ear to the Emperor’s representatives, who tried 
to detain him. 

Such was the end of the tragi-comic adventure into which Louis had 
so imprudently allowed himself to be drawn. It put an end for ever to 
any inclination on his part to come to an understanding with the 
supporters of Victor IV, and it was on the morrow of the meeting at 
Saint- Jean-de-Losne that he appeared before the world as the protector 
of the true Pope. Alexander III was lodged in the royal town of Sens ; 
his protector Louis VII carried on a regular and constant correspondence 
with him ; and his close alliance with the Capetian monarchy during the 
crisis that followed his election contributed not a little to increase the 
prestige of that monarchy , and to give it the position in Europe that 
was established so firmly in the days of Philip Augustus. 

Not only did Louis VI and Louis VII succeed in extending their 
supremacy, but they contrived to place the government of their con- 
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stantly increasing kingdom upon a firm basis. They strengthened their 
authority by perfecting the machinery of the administration, and by 
replacing the useless and dangerous feudal element at the court by men 
whom they could trust, men of humble origin, who were well under 
control and of tried wisdom. 

At the accession of Louis VI all the administrative authority of the 
monarchy was in the hands of the high officials of the Crown. The men 
who held the great offices were all, or nearly all, chosen from among the 
barons, and had but one idea — to obtain a monopoly of important 
posts for their own families, and thus to secure, at the expense of the 
sovereign, a position of supreme authority in the kingdom.' 

At the time with which we are concerned, an ambitious family, to 
whom no act of effrontery seemed amiss, the family of Garlande, had 
marked down as their own the chief offices at the court. Of these the post 
of seneschal was undoubtedly the most important. For the holder of this 
office Was not only in command of the royal troops, but also exercised 
authority over a large part of the king’s officials, was the chief ad- 
ministrator of the royal demesne, and, finally, played a considerable 
part in the dispensing of justice. It has been said, with perfect truth, 
that his position at this time was that of a “deputy king.” This was the 
office to which the Garlandes first laid siege. In Philip X’s reign two of 
them, Pa'fen of Garlande and after him his brother Anseau, had already 
succeeded in securing it temporarily (1101, 1104) in despite of the lords 
of Roehefort-en-Iveline, who were themselves trying to acquire it for 
their own family. By 1107 the post of seneschal was again held by 
Anseau of Garlande, who succeeded in keeping it until the day of his 
glorious death in the king’s service at the siege of Le Puiset (1118). 

But before that day came two of his brothers, Gilbert and Stephen, 
had cast covetous eyes on other great offices. In 1106 Stephen, who was 
a clerk in holy orders, obtained the position of chancellor; in 1112 
Gilbert secured for himself the post of chief butler; and on the death of 
Anseau it was yet another of the Garlande brothers, William, who suc- 
ceeded to the seneschalship. It seemed that the ambition of this family 
now knew no bounds. When the seneschal, William, died in 1120, his 
brother Stephen, although in orders and already chancellor, acquired the 
seneschalship for himself rather than allow it to be lost to the family. 

Rarely has a man been known to abuse his position with such unconcern. 
It seemed indeed as though the State held nothing that did not exist solely 
for the enrichment and promotion of this scandalous priest, who deemed 
it quite natural that the functions of the king’s Grand Chaplain and of 
the supreme head of the army should be united in his person. In his 
clerical capacity he laid his hands on all the ecclesiastical benefices of 
which the king could easily dispose. We find him figuring simultaneously 
as Canon of liltampes, Archdeacon of Paris, Dean of the Abbey of 
St Genevieve at Paris, Dean of St Samson and of St Avitus at Orleans; 
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and one chronicler — rather a slanderous one, it is true — Guibert of 
Nogent, declares that when in 1112 Stephen wished to add to all these 
benefices the deanery of the cathedral church of Orleans, a bishopric 
was hastily bestowed upon the existing dean in order that this desire 
might be complied with. On two occasions about this time he even 
intrigued to add to his acquisitions the bishopric of Beauvais or that of 
Paris; but this was too much, and the king was obliged to submit when 
Pope Paschal II formally prohibited the appointment. 

This did not prevent Stephen of Garlande from attaining to a degree 
of power that excited jealousy on every hand. The clergy raised a chorus 
of protest against their unworthy brother, whom Ivo, the austere Bishop 
of Chartres, described — probably with a certain amount of exaggeration 
— as “an illiterate gambler and libertine,” and St Bernard denounced as 
a living scandal in the Church. “Who, without surprise and horror,” he 
cried indignantly, “can see this man serving both God and Mammon — 
at one moment clad in armour at the head of armed troops, and at the 
next robed in alb and stole, chanting the gospel in a church?” 

It was, however, not so much the unedifying character of his life as 
his abuse of power that at last made him unendurable. “The kingdom of 
France,” says a contemporary chronicler,. “was entirely at his mercy,” and 
“he seemed not so much to serve the king as to govern him.” The day 
came at length when Louis VI awoke to the danger. Urged by his wife, 
Adelaide of Maurienne, whom Stephen very foolishly had treated with 
disrespect, the king resolved to shake off the yoke with a determined hand. 
Stephen, who shewed an increasing tendency to regard the seneschalship 
as his own property, was suddenly deprived of office and driven from the 
court, together with his brother Gilbert. His fall (1127) was as dramatic 
as his rise. He did not yield without a struggle; and for three years 
(1128-1130) stoutly fought his master. “Remember your past power,” 
wrote one of Stephen’s friends to him at this time, “remember your 
riches, and what is still more important, the skill with which you handled 
the affairs of this world. Of the great officers of state ( palatini ) you were 
the first; the whole kingdom of France was at the disposal of your caprice. 
Like Solomon you desired to undertake great enterprises, to raise towers, 
to build superb palaces, to plant vineyards, to gather round you an im- 
mense household of male and female serfs. You demanded gold and silver 
in heaps ; in a word, you had your fill of every delight that is possible to 
humanity. But pause a moment, and consider the instability of earthly 
things. This king, whose affection seemed to you the strongest support 
you could have, at whose side you constantly lived in virtue of your office 
and the friendship he bore you, this king now pursues you with his enmity; 
you are now forced to defray the expenses of the war with the money you- 
amassed in time of peace, and to keep a watch over your personal safety 
night and day, lest the threats of your enemies should be fulfilled.” At 
last, however, Stephen was obliged to yield and humble himself and give 
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up the seneschalship ; and indeed he could think himself fortunate in that 
he recovered not his influence — for that was gone for ever — but at least 
his title of chancellor. 

The lesson was a costly one for the Crown, but it was not forgotten. 
There were thenceforward no more omnipotent officials before whom the 
king himself was obliged to bow. Louis VI left the office of seneschal 
vacant for four years, and when at last he filled it gave the appointment 
to Count Ralph of Vermandois, a kinsman of his own, on whose fidelity 
he could rely; and when Ralph died Louis VII left the office vacant for 
two years before giving it to the Count of Blois. These men, it is true, 
were important personages, and capable of commanding an army with 
brilliant success; but it has been pointed out that, since the new sene- 
schals lived on their own lands at a distance from the court, they were as 
a rule no longer dangerous. They could no longer domineer at court, and 
their functions tended to become merely honorary. 

Louis VI and Louis VII followed the same tactics with regard to the 
other great officers of state: sometimes leaving their posts vacant, as in 
the case of the chancellorship, to which, in Louis VIPs time, no one was 
appointed for seven years (1172-1179); sometimes contriving to reduce 
their powers to privileges of a purely honorary kind. There was an in- 
creasing tendency to put all the work into the hands of docile subordinates, 
who could be easily dismissed. And sometimes auxiliaries, who had no 
official connexion with the government, would be called upon to lend 
their aid, men chosen from the clerical rather than the baronial world or 
bourgeois who understood the conduct of business affairs. 

Of these confidential advisers of the Crown in the twelfth century 
some are known to us — as for instance Brother Thierry Galeran, of the 
Order of the Temple, who from 1132 was for thirty years or so one 
of the most active agents of the Ring of France; and Bouchard le 
Veautre, and Cadure, and above all the famous Abbot of St Denis, 
Suger. Of this last, who was a true statesman, we have already had oc- 
casion to speak. For his able government as regent during Louis VIPs 
absence on the Second Crusade he well deserved the title that his contem- 
poraries gave him, the Father of his Country. 

This is not the place to give a biography of this eminent monk, who, 
though of obscure and humble origin, succeeded by sheer strength of 
intellect, combined with remarkable tenacity and an orderly, well-balanced 
mind such as was rarely met with in his day, in winning his way every- 
where without ever resorting to intrigue. Little by little we see his 
influence replacing that of Stephen of Garlande with Louis VI, who 
called him “his intimate and his faithful counsellor. ri From the year 
1130 onwards he was always at the king’s side, and always ready with a 
wealth of wise and moderate advice. We find him again with Louis VII, 
constantly striving — sometimes to excess, as we have seen — to avoid 
contention and maintain peace at any price. As regent, during the 
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Second Crusade, he shewed especial ability in the administration of the 
royal revenue, and was most skilful in his avoidance of all kinds of friction. 
“There is nothing more dangerous,'” he said, “than to change the personnel 
of government without, due thought. Those who are discharged carry off 
with them as much as they can, and those who take their place are so fearful 
of receiving the same treatment as their predecessors that they proceed, 
without loss of time, to steal a fortune.'” His policy, in a word, was 
above all a policy of tact. It had a firm basis of strength, but its aim 
was to avoid all direct opposition and to evade obstacles rather than 
contend with them. He was a man of affairs, whose ambition was to 
govern the State with the same honesty and scrupulousness that he shewed 
in the government of his abbey. And in this respect he is one of the most 
characteristic representatives of that new class of officials to whom Louis VII, 
more and more as time passed, sought to confide the care of the adminis- 
tration. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

THE COMMUNAL MOVEMENT, ESPECIALLY IN FRANCE. 

Never was the need for united action more urgent than in the Middle 
Ages. The individual counted for very little. A great feudal noble 
might stand alone, might build up his own independent power, maintain 
his own privileges and rule his own vassals; but in the humbler walks of 
life one man alone could do little in the struggle for existence. The 
Church encouraged the spirit of association for prayer and service; no 
trade could be undertaken on a large scale, save by a commercial gild or 
society; rights, privileges, and property were in the hands of groups of 
men, who held together for the maintenance of common interests. The 
communal movement was one very important aspect of this spirit of as- 
sociation. It was a movement not confined to any one country, which 
spread almost simultaneously throughout Germany, Italy, England, 
Flanders, and France — an international movement, which may to some 
extent have been independent of national boundaries, but which each 
country worked out on its own lines, according to its own circum- 
stances and national characteristics. Similar causes led to the formation 
of the German stadt, the Italian city, the English borough, and the 
French commune, and certain essential points of resemblance can be 
found in all of them, but the actual form which the communal association 
took, its nature, its strength, and its duration, varied not only from 
country to country but from district to district— even from town to 
town. 

In no country can this communal movement be better studied than in 
France. Perhaps it was there that the spirit of association was most 
widespread, and even in Italy the success of the movement was scarcely 
more rapid or more marked. On the other hand, it was there also that 
the results achieved were least permanent, and that the original aim and 
ambitious character of the communal movement were most completely 
lost. The southern towns of France were little less strong at one time 
than the Lombard communes, but their independence was of much shorter 
duration. 

The chief period of communal history falls between the dates 1100 
and 1400. A few towns acquired self-government as early as the eleventh 
century, and a few preserved their independence beyond the fourteenth; 
but in France this was the exception. It was in the twelfth century, 
however, that the effort to develop by means of union and association was 
most successful, and that the urban communes acquired their highest 
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powers. The century which followed marked for most of them the begin- 
ning of decline, the gradual loss of independence, the substitution of 
privileges for rights, the dropping of one ambition after another. In the 
fourteenth century the true commune almost entirely disappeared. The 
townsmen had not sufficiently stood together. The union had been local 
not national. Each separate unit was far too weak to hold its own against 
the ever-growing power of the monarchy. Financial difficulties gave the 
impulse which led to the downfall of many struggling associations; the 
upper classes were not content to share power with the poorer members 
of their body, and internal dissensions weakened the commune against 
external foes; royal support insidiously paved the way for royal pre- 
dominance, and the result was the end of one of the most interesting 
attempts at achieving success and progress by means of local union and 
communal life. 

It is impossible to give any definition of a French commune which 
would be universally true. The communal movement may be taken to 
mean the general spirit of association which affected the country, parti- 
cularly in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, and which gave rise to many 
different communal types. It is the purpose of this chapter to consider 
as far as possible the causes of this movement, the principal aim which 
inspired burgesses in the towns and peasants in the country to form them- 
selves into groups for mutual protection and self-government. First, 
however, a brief review is necessary of the varying types of association 
which resulted from the communal spirit. Only here and there was the 
highest stage of development reached and real independence obtained; 
but the varying degrees of success all help to illustrate the communal 
struggle. 

A medieval commune, in the fullest meaning of the word, might be 
regarded as a collective person: a body which could hold property, exer- 
cise rights, possess vassals, and do justice. In the feudal world it took rank 
by the side of the great lords of the land; like them it could both perform 
and exact homage and hold courts for its tenants, and with them it could 
treat on practically equal terms. It was in fact a “ seigneur ie collective . 11 
Sometimes a commune could even declare war and peace and make treaties 
and alliances without the license and control of any overlord. The signs 
of its authority were the possession of a belfry, from which could be rung 
out the signal for its general assemblies, and a public hall, in which 
business could be transacted, meetings held, and justice done ; the proof 
of its corporate existence was the common seal, which could be affixed 
to all its documents and public acts. All communes had their own 
officials, elected or nominated, to carry on communal business; and the 
two powers most eagerly coveted and most generally secured, though in 
varying degree, were the administration of justice and the control of 
finance. Both town and country, as has been already said, could and did 
acquire some form or other of communal organisation, but the urban 
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communes were as a rule in the vanguard. They were the first to form 
themselves into corporate bodies, and the best able to assert communal 
authority. 

The true urban communes were most numerous in the north and south 
of the country; in the centre some towns were privileged but less inde- 
pendent. In the north these communes were known as Communes juries, 
in the south, where independence was still more marked, as Consulates. 
The term Commune juree meant that all the members bound themselves 
together by a mutual oath of association, which was the essential feature, 
the most important bond of unity, and a method of safeguarding their 
mutual rights. In these towns the burgesses were often known as jures 
de commiin ; and, as the charter of Beauvais says, all men “infra murum 
civitatis et in suburbiis commorantes communiam jurabant.” Besides this 
mutual oath which formed the collective body, a commune might be in 
the position of a feudal vassal and then an oath had also to be taken to 
the overlord. At St Quentin a charter of the eleventh century speaks of 
the oath taken by members of the commune, who “jurerent firmement 
par sermens a warder et a tenir, sauve la feute de Dieu et de Saint Quentin, 
sauve le droiture de Comte et de Comtesse — -ens jurerent ensement ches- 
cun quemune ayde a son jure et quemun conseil et quern une detenanehe 
et quemune deffenee.” 

Of these communes of Flanders and northern France some occupied 
very independent positions while others exercised comparatively limited 
powers; but each one was largely a self-governing body, formed by an 
oath of association and able to act as a legal person. A few examples 
only can be given. St Quentin was one of the earliest of all towns to gain 
municipal organisation. In the eleventh century a charter of Count 
Hebert ( ob . 1080) recognised and extended the privileges of the town, 
granting to it a democratic constitution and almost complete independence 
under a mayor and echevins. To this commune all classes took an oath, 
not only burgesses but also clergy and knights; a very unusual circum- 
stance in the north. 

Rouen illustrates another type of commune, for it was a town 
possessing the minimum of independence compatible with communal 
existence. Rouen had worked its way very gradually into importance, 
through the growth of its commerce and consequent increase of wealth, 
and in the twelfth century acquired a charter from Geoffrey Plantagenet 
(1145), which spoke in general terms of “the commune'” and conferred 
judicial powers upon it. At the close of the reign of Henry II of Eng- 
land, Rouen was governed by a mayor and echevins, assisted by a fortnightly 
meeting of cent pairs, to consider all questions of public interest; but the 
mayor was chosen by Henry as Duke of Normandy from a list of names 
presented by the hundred peers, and it was the duke, not the commune, 
who exercised rights of high justice and was able to demand military 
service. Even the oath which formed the commune juree was almost as 
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much the oath of a feudal vassal to the duke as the genuine bond of 
communal unity. But, despite these limitations, few towns have exercised 
greater influence on the spread of communal organisation, and traces of 
the Habl'memmts de Rouen can be found throughout all those parts of 
France which fell at one time or another under the rule of the Angevin 
dynasty. . 

In Amiens, even more than in Rouen, a good example can be found 
of communal union resulting from commercial development. No charter 
of creation exists for Amiens, but in the twelfth century various docu- 
ments confirm the municipal organisation which the town had already 
worked out for itself. Here the mayor and eckevins exercised seignorial 
powers of administration and justice, although the king kept in his own 
hands the highest rights of jurisdiction. 

In the south of France the consulates occupied a still more advanced 
position than that of the communes juries of the north; in most cases 
they had obtained a more complete emancipation from the feudal yoke 
and the establishment of almost independent authority under their own 
consuls. Nowhere was the communal movement more widespread. 
Throughout Roussillon, Provence, Languedoc, parts of Gascony and 
Guienne, and as far north as Limousin and La Marche, not only towns 
of importance but even tiny villages aimed at acquiring some form of 
consular government. The powers which all towns coveted, here as in the 
north, were judicial and financial, to which were often added rights of 
local legislation and of military control. Besides their almost complete 
autonomy, another feature which seems to distinguish the southern com- 
munes from those of the north was the greater share taken by the nobles 
in their formation. Whereas in the north it is rare to find the upper 
classes even admitted as members of the commune, in the south nobles 
almost always occupied some of the municipal offices, and the consular 
body was frequently composed half of knights and half of burgesses. As 
a rule also, an assembly of inhabitants plays a larger part in the southern 
communes and appears more frequently than in the northern towns. 

Here as elsewhere great variety prevailed as regards powers and inde- 
pendence. Marseilles, for a short time, was practically a republic. Pro- 
bably municipal officers existed there from very early times; consuls were 
certainly in existence at the beginning of the twelfth century. No 
distinction was made here between nobles and burgesses; both held office 
indifferently. Laws were the same for all, officials were elected by all, and 
a great part was played in town government by the grand conseil of 
elected representatives and the cent chefs de metiers, artisans chosen by 
their colleagues ; on special occasions a general assembly of all citizens 
was summoned to consider the most important questions. To their 
suzerain, the Count of Provence, the townsmen appear to have owed little 
but military service, and the statutes of the city were drawn up by the 
Marseillais themselves without any seignorial assistance. 
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Another important town, Montpellier, which dates its communal 
government from the twelfth century, was recognised as a republic in 1204 
by the King of Aragon, whom the burgesses had wanted to choose as 
their lord. It had its own elected officials and had erected careful safeguards 
against seignorial encroachments; but it was never absolutely independent. 
The lord’s bailiff attested the acts of the consuls and authority was, at 
least nominally, shared between lord and commune. 

In Toulouse we have an example of a commercial commune with great 
external influence and practical sovereignty throughout the neighbouring 
country, but with a less advanced political constitution, since the count 
always exercised considerable municipal powers. 

To complete this brief summary of the principal types of southern 
towns, the cite of Carcassonne may be taken as representing the specially 
military commune, and Lezat the almost wholly rural town. In the 
latter, the consulate was evidently organised for the benefit of cultivators 
and proprietors, both within and without the town walls, and the 
authority shared between the abbot and the consuls of the town was 
largely concerned with rural matters. 

It. was not always possible for the efforts of the burgesses to succeed 
in establishing so complete a measure of self-government as in the com- 
munes described above; and in France a third type of town is found under 
the title villc de bourgeoisie or commune surveillke , which possessed certain 
communal characteristics without real political power. It formed, in fact, 
a privileged community rather than a free commune. Such communities 
were scattered throughout all parts of France, hut in the centre they 
formed the prevailing type and were on the whole both prosperous and 
durable; Paris herself, though with certain special characteristics of her 
own, belonged to this category. Towns on the king’s demesne almost 
always took this form in response to the communal tendency. The 
townsmen combined to obtain privileges, but royal officials retained full 
judicial powers, or at most shared them with the town magistrates. The 
same might happen in the case of seignorial towns, where the lords were 
induced to make certain concessions but still retained political powers. 
In some cases a town might have a municipal body wholly nominated 
from without. This was the case at Troyes, where the count chose thir- 
teen juris, who themselves selected one of their number as mayor. In 
other cases only the head official might be nominated and his assessors 
elected by the town — a method adopted at Orleans, where the king’s 
bailiff’ or prevot was ultimately supreme. Some royal towns were rather 
more independent than others. At Senlis, Philip Augustus handed over 
to the town magistrates all his rights of justice, except in cases of murder, 
rape, and homicide (1212); but later the town itself begged to renounce 
powers which it could not afford to maintain, and the royal prevot was 
again reinstated in his original position of supremacy (1820). At Blois, 
the boni viri had no political or judicial functions and divided the 
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administration with royal officials. At Beauvais the miiversitm shared 
authority with the bishop as well as the king. At Lorris, as Thierry says, 
the greatest amount of civil liberty existed without any political rights, 
jurisdiction, or even administrative power. 

Many more examples could be given to shew how authority was 
shared and to illustrate the nature of the privileges sought for by these 
royal and seignorial towns. But the chief point to notice is the very 
arbitrary character of the division between these miles de bourgeoisie and 
the actual communes. No really hard and fast line can be drawn between 
them. A privileged but dependent town is easily distinguished from a 
republic such as Arles or Marseilles; but it is not so easy to mark off a 
ville de bourgeoisie from a commune of the less advanced description. 
Royal officials had almost as much authority at Rouen as at Senlis. Even 
some of the southern consulates were not wholly free from seignorial 
interference. In Toulouse, the count had a court of justice, and at one 
time even exercised the right of choosing consuls. Many communes passed 
through this stage of semi-independence (Bayonne in 1173 was a ville de 
prevote) on their way to freedom; only a few towns successfully emerged 
with full powers; almost all sank back to this condition after a brief 
period of glorious victory. Thus Bordeaux had its mayor nominated by 
the English king from 1S61 onwards; Marseilles, at about the same date, 
was receiving a representative of the Count of Provence and a judge 
appointed by him. This was almost always the first step in communal 
decline; a commune jurte could very quickly turn into a commune surveiMe. 
Despite their lack of independence, the villes de bourgeoisie illustrate an 
important development of the communal movement, and arise out of that 
same spirit of association which under more favourable circumstances led 
to the organisation of true communes. 

The same may be said of the bastides of the south, and the villes-neuves 
of the north — small rural towns actually created by kings or by seigneurs 
and endowed from the first with common privileges and common rights, 
under the safeguard of a charter granted by the king himself, or by the 
immediate lord with the sanction of the sovereign. These small privileged 
towns began to spring up as early as the twelfth century under the name of 
sauvetes, created by churches and monasteries, either alone or in con- 
junction with a lay lord, as new centres of population. In the thirteenth 
century a great number were added, known as villes-neuves when they 
were more particularly of an economic type, bastides when their military 
character predominated. A lord, anxious to increase the number of his 
vassals, to attract population, and to win support, was ready to offer in- 
ducements to newcomers by promising protection, enfranchisement from 
serfdom, and the right of electing their own officials. The bastides of the 
south were always strongly fortified and endowed with privileges of a 
similar character. In many cases they were little more than walled 
villages; but they had distinct communal existence and a measure of 
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self-government, though always under the protection of their suzerain and 
dependent upon his will. They became very numerous and very popular. 
The kings, both of France and of England, constructed them frequently in 
order to win support and strengthen their rival authority. The fixing of 
payments and the limitation of dues and labour services which the 
inhabitants obtained, readily attracted population and increased their 
well-being and industry. 

Besides these small rural towns, the result of direct seignorial creation, 
there were also rural communities of a somewhat different type. The 
peasants from the country, either following town example or impelled by 
their own needs, sought to help on their own prosperity by means of 
association. Sometimes the inhabitants of a country village would band 
together for the maintenance of their rights and would win a charter from 
the overlord granting privileges to the whole body. Such were the com- 
munities of Rouvres and Talant in Burgundy, Esne in Cambresis, and 
many others. More frequently, however, several villages would combine 
to secure communal rights, and the village federations of the north 
gained for themselves positions of considerable strength and importance. 
One of the best known of these confederations was the commune of 
Laonnais, a union of seventeen hamlets formed round Anizi-le-Chateau, 
which bought a charter of privileges from Louis VII in 1177, and tried 
to hold its own by force of arms against its ecclesiastical overlord. Round 
Soissons also village federations were formed w r hich endeavoured so far as 
possible to imitate the organisation of the commune itself; and in Bur- 
gundy eighteen villages, with St Seine-1 Wbbaye as the centre, purchased 
important communal privileges in the fourteenth century. In the moun- 
tains natural federations were formed by the character of the country, and 
the valley communities of the Pyrenees and the Vosges were often almost 
independent bodies, free from all but very nominal subjection to their 
feudal overlord. 

Many theories have been brought forward to explain this communal 
movement and to account for its widespread and apparently spon- 
taneous character. Naturally, it is impossible to trace any single line 
of development for a movement which itself ran in so many different 
channels. Causes are almost as numerous as communes, each of which 
was moulded by the circumstances of its history and by the character 
of its seigneur. On the other hand, no theory can be completely dis- 
regarded. They all illustrate different aspects of the movement. 
Nevertheless, in spite of this complexity and variety it may be possible to 
find some universal and essential element out of which all the immediate 
causes grew, some underlying impulse present in every variety of develop- 
ment; and thus to explain why, not only all France, but all Western 
Europe was tending to develop in a similar direction at the same time, 
to shew how the same spirit of association could affect places of such very 
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different character, spreading as it did through royal boroughs, seignorial 
estates, active commercial centres, rural districts, and obscure hamlets. 

The earlier writers on communal history advocated the theory of 
Roman influence and the continuity of the old municipal organisation. 
They urged the importance of the old Roman cities, the respect of the 
barbarians for the civic institutions, and the very early existence of com- 
munal union long before the grant of charters, which as a rule confirmed 
rather than created rights of self-government. St Quentin, Metz, Rouen, 
Bourges, Rheims, and in the south of France almost all the important 
towns without exception, were cited by these historians as Roman muni- 
cipalities, whose liberties either survived or were sufficiently remembered 
to be considered an influential factor in the growth of later communal 
rule. This theory has, however, been rejected by the majority of later 
writers, who have shewn how completely Roman municipal institutions 
had decayed at the time of the fall of the Empire, how the inroads of 
Saracens and Northmen in the ninth century completed the work of 
destruction in the towns, and how the communes of feudal times had to 
be constructed anew, on their own lines and to meet their own individual 
difficulties. The complete absence of documentary evidence to connect the 
Roman towns with the later communes, the weakness of analogy as an 
argument, and the certainty in most cases of municipal ruin and recon- 
struction, have led to the almost complete abandonment of the Roman 
theory. For the northern towns it can now find no serious supporters. In 
the south there is much to be said against it. Certain important Roman 
centres can be proved to have lost all their old rights and to have built 
up a wholly new communal government in later days. Bordeaux, though 
it preserved some degree of municipal organisation under Visigoths and 
Franks, entirely lost its early civilisation with the attacks of the North- 
men ; and when after three centuries its history can once more be continued, 
all traces of municipal institutions have disappeared, A similar fate seems 
to have befallen Bayonne; while Lyons, Toulouse, Perpignan, and many 
other old Roman towns, can be shewn to have built up their communal 
powers as a new thing and on feudal lines. Even though it is often true 
that communal government and elected officials were in existence long 
before their formal recognition by charter, and apparently independent 
of any seignorial grant, it is unnecessary to connect these self- won liberties 
with the long-past Roman organisation. At the same time, there is no 
doubt that in the south Rome had more permanent influence than in the 
north; not so much by direct survival, as by traces of Roman law and 
perhaps some vague remembrance of earlier independence. It has indeed 
been pointed out that in south-eastern France the Northmen’s invasions 
had less influence than elsewhere, that feudal oppression was slight, and 
that the Crusades found the communal movement already far advanced. 
But at least it can be maintained that no direct survival of Roman 
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institutions need be considered, and that the medieval commune can be 
studied quite apart from the Roman town. 

Another theory, almost as extreme in the opposite direction, was that 
which suggested a direct Germanic origin for the commune, and connected 
the urban community with the rural mark. Its supporters pointed to the 
development of the rural communes through the possession of common 
property and the acquisition of common rights. This was specially 
urged for German towns, but French and Italian development was also 
ascribed to similar causes. However, the Mark Theory has been aban- 
doned for lack of evidence, and it is impossible to maintain that the 
communal movement originated in rural communities rather than in 
urban centres. A material town — the houses and the population-— may 
have grown from a thickly populated village, but the village community 
in fact constantly copied the town community in its organisation, and 
petitioned for urban privileges when it sought for a charter of incor- 
poration. Scarcely any rural communes obtained formal recognition 
before the thirteenth century, although natural communities existed 
in a primitive form long before. But while realising the insufficiency of 
this second suggestion as to communal origin, the truth underlying it can 
be recognised in the undoubtedly important part played by common 
property as a bond of connexion, and in the fact that a great deal of 
early advance was along the lines of economic and agricultural develop- 
ment. 

The jfcchevinage Theory, as it may be called, is almost a corollary to 
this Germanic theory, since it suggests a connexion between the town 
echevins and the Carolingian scabini , judicial officers of the Frankish 
hundred or centena , the subdivision of the county, who were generally 
chosen by the count with the consent and sanction of the people. Scholars, 
writing of northern Gaul, have pointed out the existence of a body of 
judicial Ichevins in the towns, previous to the formally recognised com- 
munal government, and have suggested that this may have been a stepping- 
stone between the old organisation of the hundred and the later and more 
independent jurisdiction of the commune. At Verdun the echevinat du 
palais seems to have been a sort of dependent municipality in the eleventh 
century, whereas the town only became an imperial commune in 1195. 
Bruges had local magistrates, called echevins , in 1036. Dinant had a 
body of echevins , nominated by the Bishops of Liege before the juris 
elected by the community; the Archbishop of Rheims abolished the 
echevinage of the town in 1167, but it was restored with elected officials 
in 1182. In St Quentin and a few other towns a curious double govern- 
ment existed for a time. The earl y echevinage, instead of merging as 
usual into the communal government, continued, and the tribunal of the 
echevins represented the justice of the sovereign, distinct from the justice 
of the town in the hands of the mayor oxid juris, who had a considerable 
police j urisdiction and the power to punish offences against their own body. 
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In 1320 the king, after a dispute ending in the suspension of the commune, 
allowed the echevinage to continue: “qui noster est, et totaliter a com- 
munio separates. But despite evidence of the existence of these early 
echevins , it is impossible to prove any certain connexion between them 
and the Frankish scabini , and between the town and the centena. An 
attempt has been made to prove that early towns were actually small 
hundreds ; and in England we know that the old burhgemot coincided 
very closely in power with the hundred moot, and that for the collection 
of geld a borough originally was roughly valued at half a hundred; but 
that only proves influence, not direct connexion. Pirenne entirely repudi- 
ates the idea, and urges that the centena hardlyevereoincidedwith thetown, 
and that an urban court was a new creation, necessary when the burgesses 
came to claim trial within their own walls. In any case, however, what- 
ever may be the exact origin of the early echevinage , it is at least 
interesting as a preliminary step to fuller communal rights. It is one of 
many proofs that liberties nearly always existed before charters, and that 
the towns were painfully working out their own independence step by step. 

We are on firmer ground in a later group of theories concerning com- 
munal growth; theories which all contain part of the truth and supple- 
ment one another by accounting for different aspects of the development. 

In connexion with the royal theory, it has been suggested that the 
kings themselves formed the communes, that they were particularly the 
work of Louis the Fat, and that his successors continued his policy and 
allied themselves with the towns against their over-mighty feudal vassals. 
It is easy to refute a claim that the kings were true friends to communal 
independence. The monarchy was a determined enemy to local unions, 
which would inevitably place obstacles in the path of centralisation, and 
organisations pledged by their very character to oppose arbitrary power. 
It was the growing power of the Grown which eventually caused the de- 
struction of the communal movement, and it was the pretended support 
of the king which turned many an independent commune into a royal 
prevote. On the other hand, it is quite true that the kings for many 
reasons found it to their interest to grant charters and to confirm customs. 
They might be in immediate need of money or support, and the sale of 
concessions was their easiest way of obtaining both. The privileges granted 
to miles de bourgeoisie, the formation of villes-neuves, even the recognition 
of the more limited communes, such as those which the English kings 
favoured in all their dominions, were repeatedly the work of the monarchs. 
But their friendliness or the reverse depended entirely on the circum- 
stances of the moment, and their influence was always fatal in the end. 
They did not favour real municipal independence, and that commune was 
doomed which sought for royal protection or once admitted royal officials 
to interfere in its administration. 

There are plenty of examples to shew the real policy of the kings, their 
desire to undermine independent power, their grant of charters only when 
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something could be gained thereby, their universal interpretation of pro- 
tection as interference. In his French dominions John of England granted 
fresh privileges to Rouen (a town, it will be remembered, with the minimum 
of political rights), and extended its organisation to other towns, in the 
vain hope of increasing bis popularity and averting disaster. Edward I, 
the most active of the English kings in Gascon government, who made 
a vigorous attempt at successful and popular administration, created 
numerous bastides , and granted favours to Bordeaux, but he took the ap- 
pointment of the mayor into his own hands and exacted a communal 
oath of allegiance every year. The customs of Lorris, a privileged town 
but not a commune, were granted originally by Louis VI, and confirmed 
by his successors, who extended them to neighbouring villages to curb the 
power of feudal lords and to remedy the severe depopulation of the country. 
Beauvais was also favoured by Louis VI, because it took his side in a 
quarrel with the cathedral chapter ; Louis VII confirmed a communal 
charter in 1 144, when he was in great need of money for the Crusade ; but 
the king retained much authority, and attempts at independence ended in 
severe repression and the strengthening of the royal power by Louis IX. 
Figeac, which petitioned for the king’s support against its feudal superior, 
was declared a royal town in 1302 and became more subject than before, 
Lyons in similar difficulties called in St Louis to arbitrate in its quarrels. 
He took the inhabitants under his protection, and established three royal 
officials. Again and again the same thing occured. The king was just as 
much an enemy to the communal spirit as he was to feudal independence. 
Although he did not actually suppress many communes, as he did that of 
Laon, nevertheless he opposed the communal movement all the more 
surely and brought about its downfall. 

The attitude of the Church was not unlike that of royalty. An eccle- 
siastical theory claims the Church as one of the greatest supporters of the 
communal movement ; but history proves that a spiritual seigneur could be 
quite as hostile to town development as a lay lord, for municipal organisa- 
tion inevitably meant some loss of Church authority in the town. Direct 
help was only given to a commune when some obvious advantage was to 
be gained — money in pecuniary necessity, support against some powerful 
rival, or the like. At Rheims, Archbishop Samson (1140-61) favoured 
the commune because he needed the support of the inhabitants against 
his chapter ; but his successor attacked the judicial rights of the burgesses, 
with the result that lie was driven out by the town, and constant struggle 
followed. At Beauvais, in 1099, the bishop granted certain privi- 
leges and recognised the commune, at a time when he was involved 
in difficulties with the king, the chapter, and the chatelain of the town, 
and therefore eager for the friendship of the burgesses, who had driven 
out his predecessor not so many years earlier. In various southern towns 
the bishop allied himself with the commune against the lay lords, but 
claimed in return a certain position in the town government. He is 
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called in several places the “first citizen of the republic.” Thus, the 
commune of Arles in 1080 was established by Archbishop Aicard, who 
was trying to increase his temporal authority at the expense of the count; 
but evidently the ecclesiastical lord was not always popular with the 
citizens, for in 1248 the general assembly of the town proclaimed that 
no townsman should speak to the archbishop, set foot in his palace, or 
do any service for him. The instances of Church opposition are far more 
frequent than these cases of self-interested support. The clergy, as a 
rule, distinctly opposed the communal revolution, which was in many 
instances in direct opposition to ecclesiastical authority. At Cambrai, 
in the eleventh century, the bishop betrayed the commune which the 
burgesses had just established. At Corbie, a series of heated disputes 
between abbot and town were settled in 1282 by a compromise, which 
meant the real supremacy of the ecclesiastical lord. The opposition of 
Bishop Albert to the commune of Verdun led to civil war (1208), and 
the town secretly obtained a charter from the Emperor in 1220, a step 
which was not likely to lead to internal peace. In Laon, the bishop, 
who plotted against the commune and obtained its abolition from the 
king, lost his life in the struggle which ensued (1112). It is unnecessary 
to multiply examples. Clearly the Church was not a friend to communal 
development when it meant a diminution of ecclesiastical control. 

However, even though the direct action of ecclesiastical lords was not 
as a rule favourable, there were indirect ways in which Church influence 
helped on the communal movement. Those historians who maintain the 
survival of Roman influence explain the growth of democratic powers and 
ambitions by the share allowed to the people in the election of bishops in 
early times. In 533 a Church council at Orleans declared that bishops 
should be elected by clergy and people; at Paris in 559 it was proclaimed 
that no bishop had valid authority unless the people had shared in his 
election. This canonical regulation was particularly enforced in the Reform 
Movement of the eleventh century by papal and synodal decrees. But at 
the time when the communes were beginning to grow, the ordinary burgess ; 

did not play an important part in episcopal elections. In any case, this | 

power could only give to the people a very vague idea of combination; [ 

it can have done little actively to develop the communal spirit. j 

Another theory of Church influence, but one which is practically un- J 

supported by modern authorites, is to link the medieval commune with the j 

Peace of God. The arguments for it rest more on verbal resemblances 
than on actual facts. Towards the close of the tenth century the Church, j 

endeavouring to diminish anarchy and deeds of violence, proclaimed the I. 

Peace of God, which was supplemented c, 1050 by the Truce of God. I 

By the latter, from sunset on Wednesday until Monday morning, all ! 

hostilities were to cease, all private wars were to be suspended. To main- j 

tain this peace, many dioceses formed what were known as confederations [ 

de lapaioc , with mayors at their heads and members known as juris. These I 
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communities, it has been urged, would combine to acquire communal 
charters, until the juris de la paico became the jurats of the town, the 
maison de la patx the town hall, and the paix itself the commune. It is 
true that town communities were occasionally given the name of paix; 
the charter of Laon in 1128 is called instiiutio pads. Little but the name, 
however, connected the urban organisations with the earlier institutions 
for the maintenance of peace. The word paix, when referring to' a com- 
mune, frequently signified a treaty which ended some communal strife ; and 
whereas the latter lay associations were generally composed of burgesses 
united to oppose feudal oppressions, the original institutions were more 
particularly for the nobles, who had to take the oath for the preservation 
of the peace, and they secured no actual privileges for the lower classes 
and townsmen as such. The special “peace” which a town is often said 
to have was simply a body of local bye-laws and regulations which the 
inhabitants were bound to respect. No movement, however, which en- 
couraged the idea of combination was wholly without influence, and the 
burgesses may have learnt a lesson of association and a desire to unite to 
limit feudal oppressions from the Peace of God, even though the commune 
they formed was something completely distinct from it. 

The ecclesiastical sauvetes , privileged districts under Church jurisdic- 
tion, did help the growth of the earliest villes-neuves, as has already been 
said; and many towns sprang up in the neighbourhood of monasteries 
(e.g. La Reole in that of Regula), for the obvious reason that a market was 
at hand for their produce; but this does not necessitate the growth of a 
commune. In many large towns the sauveth continued as isolated districts 
within the walls, subject to ecclesiastical jurisdiction instead of being 
under the rule of the communal officials. In Bordeaux both archbishop 
and chapter retained certain portions of the city under their direct control 
apart from the authority of mayor and jurats. 

The Crusades have also been named by many writers as an indirect 
way in which the Church influenced the communal movement, since this 
great ecclesiastical war did so much to awaken commercial enterprise and 
to encourage the sale of town privileges by needy kings and crusaders. This 
is doubtless true; but many towns had acquired self-government before 
the Crusades could have had much effect on social conditions, and charters 
were the result rather than the cause of communal rights. Every influence, 
however, which tended to economic advance and social progress must be 
reckoned among the many causes of communal development, and the 
Crusades undoubtedly helped in this direction. Parish organisation also 
may have given another indirect impulse towards the spirit of association 
and thus lends support to the ecclesiastical theory. The Church, in so 
far as it encouraged progress, union, and the education of the people, 
helped to create a condition favourable to the development of the com- 
mune, even though ecclesiastical lords themselves were in frequent opposi- 
tion to the growth of municipal independence. 
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One theory which has been advanced by some of the chief authorities 
on medieval towns is that which connects the growth of the commune 
with the merchant gild. But it has been proved that, in the case of the 
English boroughs, gild and commune were not necessarily identical; and 
for the French towns also it may be said that the gild was only one of 
many ways in which towns developed, and that, as a general rule, its 
organisation was distinct from that of the commune. But there is no 
doubt that the extension of trade was one of the principal reasons for 
the progress made by the towns, and that in their associations for trading 
purposes the burgesses learnt to unite for judicial and administrative 
business also, and to acquire self-government in addition to commercial 
privileges. 

The most important towns, in all countries, sprang up oil the great 
trading routes, and gilds both lay and ecclesiastical were generally formed 
for the organisation of this trade. It was in the north especially that 
these mercantile associations were very prominent, and they played a great 
part in the town life of Flanders and Belgium. It has been considered 
that it was round these societies of merchants that population clustered 
and organised itself, first for trade, then for town government. Valen- 
ciennes, in 1070, had a gild or charite , with a house for common councils. 
The charite at Arras was in part religious, in part commercial, in part 
connected with the municipality. It has been claimed for St Omer that 
here at least the gild was actually transformed into the commune. In 
several towns of France the gilds likewise played an important part in 
town growth. At Amiens the gild was “the cradle of the commune”; 
the Confrhie de St Esprit at Marseilles took over the administration and 
claimed rights of jurisdiction and finance. But it can be asserted with 
confidence that gild and commune were not generally identical, and that 
a society of merchants was no necessary and universal preliminary to 
municipal self-government. At Montreuil-sur-Mer a quarrel between the 
town and the gild-merchant, ending in the victory of the mayor and 
echevins , proves conclusively that here at least they were two separate 
bodies. There were many towns which advanced to communal rank with- 
out ever having possessed a trading association; others had numerous 
craft gilds but not one organised group of merchants to encourage the 
idea of complete incorporation; a rural commune might have little but 
agricultural interests. The merchant gild in France, as Maitland says 
of that in England, was one of many elements which went to the 
building up of a free borough, but not the essential and universal 
element. 

There still remains one other problem in the history of town develop- 
ment to be considered. Were the communes the result of a fierce struggle 
against feudalism? Is the term “revolution” the best word with which 
to describe this communal movement? Or were they the result of peaceful 
and gradual advance, winning their privileges by purchase, by mutual 
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agreements with their lords, or even by voluntary concessions on the part 
of their feudal superiors? Here again generalisation is impossible. The 
position which some towns gained at the cost of war and bloodshed, others 
obtained in the natural course of events. In some cases a town charter 
took the form of a treaty between hostile factions; in others a written 
title was scarcely necessary to confirm privileges which had grown up so 
gradually and naturally that they hardly excited notice, far less opposi- 
tion. There are examples in plenty of both lines of development. The 
struggle against feudal oppression may have stirred up the burgesses in 
some instances, but was not a universal cause of the communal movement. 
The struggles at Laon, in the early twelfth century, are a typical example 
of the turbulent acts which sometimes marred the development of com- 
munal powers. The town was in a state bordering on anarchy; the bishop 
at that time was a man of brutal and violent temper; feudal oppressions, 
heavy dues, and servile disabilities were still prevalent. A charter, pur- 
chased by the townsmen from the king during the temporary absence of 
their ecclesiastical lord, was annulled on his return, in spite of promises 
to the contrary, and a revolt was the result. The bishop himself was 
murdered by the rioters and excesses of every kind were committed. The 
Charte de Paix, which eventually ended this struggle, was far from 
establishing permanent peace; and for a little over a century the com- 
mune of Laon had a stormy and precarious existence, and its charter was 
finally annulled. Rheims, which tried to imitate Laon in its privileges, 
succeeded in imitating, to some extent, its violence also. It engaged in 
a fierce struggle with the archbishop over communal rights, and in 1167 
drove him from the town. John of Salisbury writes at that date: “A 
sedition having again broken out at Rheims has plunged the whole 
country into such disorder that no one can go in or out of the town. 1 ’ 
Louviers, which was striving to form a commune as late as the four- 
teenth century and insisted on holding general assemblies, was the scene 
of such disorder that the affair was laid before the Parlement of Paris 
and decision given against the town. “Les diz comm.ua et habitans con- 
fessent que ilz n’ont corps, ne commune, ne puissance d’eulx assembler 
sans license du dit areevesque ou de ses officiers...lequel congie Ten leur 
doit donner quant besoing est. 11 

In the south, Montpellier passed through various periods of violence. 
In 1141 the townsmen rose against their seigneur William VI, although 
no record is preserved of any specially oppressive actions on his part, and 
finally drove out the ruling family altogether. The revolution ended in 
the commune choosing the King of Aragon as their lord and forcing him 
to promise obedience to their customs. Lyons “gained its rights by a 
century of struggle. 11 In 1193 the inhabitants revolted on account of 
heavy taxation. In 1208 the citizens, after a struggle against archbishop 
and chapter, had to promise not to make any “conjuration de commune 
ou de consulat. 11 In 1228, 1245, and 1269 the burgesses were again in 
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arms, and refused to come to terms unless they received official sanction 
for their commune, which they gained by charter in 1320. At Beziers a 
riot was caused in 1167 because a burgess ventured to insult a noble, and 
in the struggle which followed the viscount himself was murdered by the 
townsmen. Cahors, Nimes, Manosque, all had struggles, but in each case 
they arose after the formation of the commune, not as part of its develop- 
ment. Thus, though some towns won their freedom by force and others 
were involved in struggles for the maintenance of their rights, this was 
due to special circumstances. The communal movement was not in neces- 
sary opposition to feudalism as such. On the contrary, it was very dis- 
tinctly in harmony with feudal tendencies and a true commune was in 
the position of a feudal seigneur. In some cases, no doubt, the members 
of the old nobility objected to the rise into their ranks of this upstart 
community; but in others they held out to their new comrade the right 
hand of fellowship. 

Frequent examples of peaceful communal progress are found in Cham- 
pagne, Burgundy, Flanders, the Angevin dominions, and throughout 
much of southern France. Naturally the least advanced type of commune 
excited the least opposition; vlUes de bourgeoisie had very little difficulty 
in securing privileges; rural communes often developed with little or no 
struggle. A community which would be content with moderate liberty 
could hold its own and possibly gain all but nominal independence, when 
a commune which aimed at complete emancipation and self-government 
might lose all in the effort to gain too much. As time went on, the lords 
found it to their interest to favour the towns, and began to create villes- 
neaves and bastides on their own account. Sometimes the burgesses were 
useful allies in struggles between rival seigneurs and had to be conciliated; 
at other times they could quietly build up their power undisturbed while 
their overlords were occupied in their own private quarrels. Moreover, 
the grant of a charter meant a considerable sum of money in the pocket 
of the grantor, and in France, as in England, many towns bought their 
privileges little by little, until they were able to take the rank of free 
boroughs. In Champagne, very little revolutionary sentiment existed. 
The counts were kind, the population was peaceful and well-to-do, and 
the example of Flanders encouraged the communal tendency. Meaux 
received a charter from Count Henry the Liberal (1179), who took, how- 
ever, an annual tribute of <£140 from the town. The charter prescribed 
that all the inhabitants were to swear to help and support one another, 
to take an oath of allegiance to their lord, and to attend the general 
meeting on pain of a money fine. Theobald IV did the same for Troyes 
and Frovins. He was at war with his baronial vassals, and as a chronicler 
of the time expressed it, “trusted more to his towns than to his knights.” 
In these cases, though considerable powers were given to the town officials, 
it was the count who chose them, and he retained the right of hearing 
appeals from their judgments. In Burgundy very similar conditions 
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prevailed; the dukes granted communal charters readily in return for 
money. There were a good many rural communities and communes in 
this part of the country, and all seem to have risen peacefully to varying 
degrees of independence. 

In southern France, though various cases of individual violence and 
civil war have been already noticed, the general tendency was towards 
the formation of consulates without a struggle. The nobles were often 
members of the town and favoured the independent government, in which 
they took part. Feudal tyranny was less extensive here than in the north. 
There were many private wars, but more frequently between lord and 
lord than between lord and town; the citizens combined for common de- 
fence in times of such constant turbulence and to consider difficulties 
arising from their two great enemies in the Middle Ages — plague and 
famine. Consular government was so usual that its existence was scarcely 
questioned. Local life and local union were very strong in a country 
where each district, sometimes each town, had its own furs or customs 
which the inhabitants combined to carry out and defend. Many rural 
towns were created to improve the condition of the country and to attract 
population. In Roussillon, places such as Perpignan obtained communal 
government without a struggle, for they added considerably to military 
defences which were greatly needed; and lords as well as burgesses were 
glad to encourage the growth of these fortified strongholds. On the whole 
the communal movement in the south was favoured by the feudal lords, 
who realised the value of having the towns as their friends and allies. 
The consulates fell eventually before the growth of royal power and ad- 
ministrative centralisation, not in consequence of seignorial opposition. 

The more this communal movement is studied, the clearer it becomes 
that it was simply a natural stage in economic development. Economic 
progress is the only one universal cause which can be found underlying all 
the variety of immediate reasons, all the complex forms of individual de- 
velopment. Society in feudal times was, as it were, in the stage of child- 
hood. Defence from above in return for service from below ; the one class 
to fight and the other to labour; protection rather than competition — 
such were the ideals of feudalism, which based all these relations and ser- 
vices on land-holding. But even in its most ideal form the feudal system 
was not progressive; in its least ideal form it was capable of great abuse; 
protection was apt to turn into oppression, service into servitude. The 
communal movement was not an attempt to oppose the whole system of 
feudalism, but it was an effort to guard against its abuses and to advance 
materially and politically, not only in spite of it, but actually on feudal 
lines; a town aimed at becoming a landlord. The chief needs in the 
Middle Ages were defence and progress, and association was one of the most 
natural means of striving for them. An individual was too weak to strike 
out for himself or to change existing circumstances, and thus the idea of 



Serfdom and the towns 


641 


union and combination arose. As population increased, as wealth was 
more diffused, and as society advanced, this craving for progress, this 
tendency towards association, became stronger and stronger. Throughout 
the whole of Western Europe people lived under very similar conditions; 
they had common troubles, common needs, common methods of cultiva- 
tion, and common rights. Feudalism itself had a communal element; 
every seigneurie was a group of vassals, every manor an agricultural com- 
munity. The whole tendency of the time pointed to common action as a 
solution of difficulties and as the best line of advance. Every institution, 
therefore, which was based on common action, every step which involved 
common effort, was indirectly an incentive to this spirit of association; 
every event which encouraged social and economic progress was indirectly 
a cause of the communal movement. It was not a revolution but a 
natural development, a sign that society was struggling upward to freedom 
and civilisation. 

Granting that communal growth is an economic question, it follows 
that certain points must especially be considered in accounting for the 
development of the medieval communes. First, what were the chief evils 
which needed reform, if advance were to be made? Secondly, why was 
the idea of combination, to achieve this reform and assist this advance, 
so widely diffused? Thirdly, what were the main causes of economic pro- 
gress, and what direction did it most commonly take? Fourthly, what 
were the chief aims that burgesses and peasants set before themselves as 
likely to assist them in this progress? And finally, what circumstances, 
if any, aided them in their efforts and led to the various forms of com- 
munal organisation which have been already briefly described? 

The first great necessity for any forward movement in the Middle 
Ages was to shake off the disabilities of serfdom. In the country, the 
greater part of the cultivating class was made up of serfs or hommes 
questavx , as they were called in the south; and as the towns, in their early 
stages, were little more than populous villages, a great many of their in- 
habitants also were serfs. It was possible for members of the upper class 
among them to combine in order to improve their condition, to fix their 
services, and even to get them commuted for money payments, without 
necessarily rising out of the rank of villeinage; but in urban centres it 
was more usual for inhabitants to unite to shake off the servile status alto- 
gether and for all burgesses to become free men. Examples of serfdom 
in early towns are numerous, and enfranchisement was one of the first 
privileges to be gained in any communal charter. 

In Champagne and Burgundy, where towns were almost wholly rural 
in character, serfdom was very prevalent in the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries, and local customs went to support the rights of the lords; 
“coustumes en Champagne que horns de pote (villeins) ne peut avoir 
franchise, ne ne doit, ne ne se peut appeler francs, se il n’a de son seigneur 
lettres ou privileges.” But it was not only in strictly rural districts that 
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serfdom was an obstacle to progress and therefore had to be opposed by 
the communes. The inhabitants of Laon were not free from main-morte 
and for manage till 1178 1 . At Beziers, as late as the twelfth century, the 
viscount was giving away burgesses as though they were actually his 
chattels. At Soissons, the desire of the servile population to gain freedom 
was one of the chief incentives to union, and the same is found in many 
other places. Town charters aimed, whenever possible, at securing freedom 
for the inhabitants. Blois was enfranchising serfs in 1196, though they did 
not disappear in the town until the following century. At Limoges, in 
customs probably datingfrom the thirteenth century, freedom from serfdom 
after residence for a year and a day was decreed — a very usual condition. 
In Bordeaux, only a month in the town was required to gain liberty. At 
Oloroii, all inhabitants were declared to be “homines francs sans tache 
d’aucune servitude.” So much did residence in a chartered town or bastide 
come to imply freedom, that occasionally lords, when founding a vitte- 
neuve, would especially stipulate that their own serfs should not be ad- 
mitted. 

In many places not only serfs but free burgesses also suffered from 
oppressions on the part of their feudal lords, and were encouraged to 
common action on account of common misery. At Amiens, at the close of 
the eleventh century, clergy and people united to complain of seignorial 
abuses, and obtained from the count a promise of fairer justice and lighter 
payments. At Vezelay, it was pecuniary exactions to which the inhabitants 
chiefly objected, and in 1137 they claimed to have a voice in taxation, in 
order that the burden of it might be more fairly distributed : “ tarn 
burgensium quam rusticorum, secundum facultatem suam, unus scilicet 
plus et alius minus talliaretur. ” At St Quentin, military service and castle- 
guard had presumably been excessive, since it was conceded in Count 
Hebert’s charter (1045-80) that there should be no castle erected within 
three leagues of the town and no military service beyond a day’s travel. 
The limitation of military duties was a very usual condition in the south, 
where feudal quarrels were constant. Only nine days at a time was a fairly 
common term ; but it was also possible to stipulate that a burgess should 
not be forced to fight so far away that he could not come home to sleep. 
Actual oppression on the part of the seigneur was an accidental circum- 
stance; but the desire of the towns to break down servile disabilities, to 
win greater freedom even from a friendly yoke, to manage their own 
affairs and to settle their own quarrels, was a natural result of pro- 
gress and became all the more active wherever society was the more 
advanced. 

1 Special servile characteristics. Main-morte implied that serfs could never 
inherit property. The lord was always the heir, and children of a dead villein had 
no rights of succession exeept by his will. Formariage was a due paid by serfs 
marrying outside the estate, which they were not allowed to do without license of 
their lord. 
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That this desire to accelerate progress and to defend privileges should 
take the form of communal association was, as we have seen, almost inevit- 
able. Men acting together could do what each singly could not. Further, 
communities were often bound together by the possession of common 
property, common rights, and common customs. When the community 
desired political as well as civil rights, the organised commune might be 
evolved. Possibly the rural communes may be considered to have advanced 
more directly on these lines. The urban communes had other.inducements 
to combine, and were less actuated by the possession of such things as 
common pasture and common woods; but these influences cannot be wholly 
disregarded. At Lezat, a rural town, free use of wood and water was 
demanded for the whole body of inhabitants in their communal charter. 
In the cartulary of Arbois, certain things are declared to be town property, 
with which the lord cannot interfere: “costes pendentes, aqua, et li 
chain ois...libere sunt et communes,” and the community united to use 
their own ovens as well as their own woods. The inhabitants of Marseilles 
were in common possession of certain pasture rights. 

The fact that so many southern towns and villages had their own local 
customs has already been mentioned as a possible bond of connexion for 
the inhabitants. The./ors, e.g. of Bordeaux, of Bazas, of Daz, of Bayonne, 
of Morlas, were all slightly different, and were eagerly defended by the 
places which possessed them. They represented very early rights and 
customs, though often not reduced to writing till a comparatively later 
date. When new privileged towns and bastides were constructed, their 
charters of liberties resembled to some extent the old customary rights of 
the more ancient centres of population. 

Thus the need for combination and the tendency towards it were early 
in existence, and it was the natural progress of society, both material and 
moral, which awoke the desire for union into real activity and converted 
a vague connexion into a living organisation. 

The progress of the towns was determined first and foremost by their 
geographical position. The actual origin of the town itself was due to 
accumulation of population in a place which was suitable for military 
defence or for commercial activity; where either fortification and pro- 
tection was especially needed, or a good market could be established for 
the produce of the neighbourhood. The more suitable the situation, the 
more rapidly would the town advance, and the more urgent would become 
the need for communal action. Bordeaux clearly owed its progress to its 
superb position. In the heart of the vine country and on a fine navigable 
river, it early became renowned as a commercial centre of the greatest 
importance. Soissons, on the high road from Flanders and at the 
junction of various other routes, soon developed into an important 
market town, with active trade in all directions. Cainbrai had an im- 
portant position on the frontier of Lorraine ; Perpignan was needed for 
the military defence of Roussillon; Oloron has been called the king of 
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the Pyrenees. In such towns, all of which became communes, their 
success was doubtless due in great measure to their situation. 

Progress could take various directions. Some places long remained 
almost entirely agricultural, and their markets were only used for the 
sale of rural produce. Toulon is supposed to have made a very humble 
beginning in this way, and its commune to have originated out of the 
assembly which met to discuss pasture rights and rural matters. Others 
owed their advance to their military importance. Talant was favoured 
on this account by the Duke of Burgundy (1216), and so were many of 
the southern hastides. But it was through their trade and commerce that 
most of the leading towns progressed; wealth was a great help in the 
struggle for independence, and the intercourse with other places which 
commercial dealings involved brought not only direct ideas from abroad 
but also a: great increase of vigour and civilisation. The commune of 
Narbonne, though later events robbed it of its greatness, was early rich 
and powerful, owing to its trade with Spain, Italy, Sicily, and the Levant; 
Rouen owed its prosperity and doubtless its privileges to the fact that it 
was a wealthy trading centre; the Elemish towns certainly gained their 
importance and independence through their commercial development. 
But whateverline progress and prosperity took, they were the determining 
causes of the communal movement. The more advance was made in 
material well-being, the more galling did any social disabilities become, 
and the more indignation was felt at seignorial interference or tutelage. 

The result, therefore, of town progress was to awaken ambitions in 
the hearts of the burgesses. They desired to secure their property, to gain 
the full benefit of their wealth for their descendants and their town, to 
throw off seignorial control, and to work for themselves. The first step 
was to obtain increased privileges and civil powers, to shake off any idea 
of servitude and to gain trading rights. The next was to unite for political 
independence and to win self-government. They desired above all to be 
free from the abuses of feudal justice, to have courts for their own 
members, where townsmen could be tried by town judges and according 
to town procedure. They needed also to secure financial authority and the 
management of their own taxation, doubtless to avoid excessive pecuniary 
burdens and the disappearance of town money into the coffers of the 
seigneurs. 

There were various circumstances which aided the towns in their 
struggle for independence. Both kings and lords were in constant need of 
money and support. Growth of luxury and expenses for war increased 
this need, and it was in the towns that the greatest accumulation of wealth 
was to be found, an important weapon in the hands of the burgesses. The 
frequent feudal rivalries could be turned by the towns to their own ad- 
vantage. They might offer support to the highest bidder, or take the 
opportunity of quiet advance while their lords were too busy to attend to 
them. Avignon gained its privileges at the end of the war between the 
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Counts of Provence and Toulouse, who shared the town between them 
(1085-94). While they were fighting, the citizens were banding themselves 
together in trade fraternities, and learning the value of union and inde- 
pendence; eventually a municipal revolt ended in the expulsion of both 
combatants. The fact that so often towns were under mixed jurisdictions 
helped their cause. When, as in Amiens in the eleventh century, justice 
was shared between the count, the bishop, and the chapter, it was probably 
easier to shake off this divided control than the supreme authority of one 
strong man. Even the long struggle between England and France, together 
with much misery, brought some benefit to the communes, for the rival 
kings needed urban support, and both strove to gain it by concessions. 

Each town that formed itself into a commune actively helped on the 
movement, for much was the result of example. Perhaps communal growth 
was similar in Germany, Italy, England, and France, less because of inter- 
national connexion than because the root cause, economic progress, was 
the same in each case ; but the action of no country could be wholly without 
effect on the others. The example of Flanders was influential in northern 
France, where Calais, Boulogne, and St Dizier all framed their organisations 
on Flemish lines; and the consulates of the south may have owed some- 
thing to the great republics of Italy. On the whole, however, outside in- 
fluence seems to have been slight, and development was largely indepen- 
dent ; there was very little intercommunal and still less international 
solidarity. 

The twelfth century was a great period of communal growth, simply 
because it was a period of active economic development. Material pros- 
perity, moreover, had outstripped social progress ; and it was the existence 
of considerable wealth and an improved standard of living, side by side 
with dependence and seignorial depression, which, in some cases at least, 
gave the impulse to the movement. The twelfth century, again, was a 
fortunate period for the communes, because political conditions helped on 
this economic progress. The dispersion and division of authority had 
weakened control, just when the desire for liberty was at its height. The 
relations between the king and the great lords, between the lay and the 
ecclesiastical seigneurs, were favourable to the towns. The crusading move- 
ment and the consequent need for money amongst the ruling classes 
coincided with the growing wealth of the boroughs and the growing im- 
portance of the burgess class. It was a vital moment, and the communes 
took advantage of it. The result was a universal spread of communal 
associations; as Viollet says, “un phdnomene social independent quant k 
son essence des races, des langues et des frontieres.’V 

In England, although the boroughs did not rise to the independence of 
the continental communes, there was a steady stream of town charters 
from the reign of Henry I onwards. The towns purchased their privileges 
one by one, starting with freedom from serfdom and judicial rights, until 
little by little self-government was obtained. 
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In Germany communal development was very similar to that in France. 
The towns were either re-settlements of the old Roman sites, more or less 
rural in origin, where the bond of common property united the new in- 
habitants; or newer towns intended as centres of trade from the first. 
They gradually advanced through the growth of a market and market- 
place, through trade associations, through the special privileges and 
judicial rights of the burgesses, until the possession of their own officials 
and their own Rat marked the establishment of communal government. 
Some of the more important towns, shaking off all intermediate control, 
retained almost complete independence as Imperial cities. The special 
characteristics of German towns were chiefly due to the weakness of the 
central authority. They did not have to reckon with the king from the first, 
as did the English boroughs; nor did they have to succumb to it in the 
end, as did the communes of France. The leading towns, therefore, had 
far more power; affiliation was so strong that the whole country was “a 
network of inter-dependent municipal courts”; and inter-urban leagues 
were more possible. 

In Italy, the lack of any central authority was even more obvious than 
in Germany, and the towns were able to profit by the constant struggles 
between Pope and Emperor, This seems to give the movement a more 
political character ; but, as elsewhere, it was wealth and commercial im- 
portance which enabled them to take advantage of the political situation. 
The Lombard communes began to gain self-government as early as the 
eleventh century. They resembled the towns of southern France in the 
character of their government and in the important part played by the 
upper classes in municipal development. But, while the French communes 
declined with the decline of feudalism and were gradually subjugated by 
the monarch, the Italian towns, as the Empire decayed, fell more and 
more into the hands of great tyrant-dynasties, and maintained political 
independence at the expense of internal liberty. 

In France the movement was particularly marked by its independent 
character. Though there were local exceptions, the leading communes, 
especially in the older towns, were the work of the people themselves, 
formed to protect their own interests, and recognised by charter eventually 
when the lords were unable to withstand and put down the development 
which had already taken place. As a rale, the inhabitants began by forming 
themselves into communal groups, and then little by little these com- 
munities acquired self-government. Documents shew this early grouping 
of town population for common actions. In 96$ the men of Arles as a 
body figure in a treaty; in 1055 vineyards were given “in communitate 
Arelatensi”; but consular government was not recognised till 1131. In 
Bayonne, Iheprudhommes were early responsible for the maintenance of old 
customs, and in 1190 a charter was confirmed by “toute la communaute.” 
The town was already a commune jurie when a charter finally recognised 
^ts rights in 1215. At Beauvais, where the commune was not formally con- 
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firmed till 1122, a trial was held between the chapter and the “ universality 
des bourgeois” in 1099. Sometimes these communities exercised some 
form of municipal government, though they had not yet become actual 
communes. At Dax moderate governmental powers were granted to the 
capdel and prudhommes before any sign had appeared of the mayor, juris, 
and commune of later documents. Probably the Cinquantine of Lyons 
was a Communal council leading up to the consulate, though the exact con- 
nexion between them is uncertain. 

A proof that not only these preliminary communities, but also the 
communes into which they developed, were the result of a popular move- 
ment and the actual work of the townsmen, is to be found in the fact that 
charters to old towns almost always confirmed rather than granted com- 
munal powers. New towns might be privileged from the first and have a 
certain share in their own government bestowed upon them; but towns 
older than the communal movement won this for themselves. Occasionally 
a charter confirms a previous grant, but more frequently still a previous 
acquisition. In Bordeaux we have a very good example of the independent 
development of communal government, culminating in a charter which 
confirmed the popular advance. Although the town had long been an 
important one, it was not really a commune before the thirteenth century ; 
there was no abrupt change from the government by count and bishop to 
free municipal organisation. In 1200 a charter was issued “juratis et 
burgensibus,” but no allusion was made to a mayor; in 1205 the remission 
of a maltolte was granted “dilectis et fidelibus probis hominibus nostris 
manentibus apud Burdigalensem.” In 1206 for the first time a mention 
of the mayor of Bordeaux appears in the Patent Rolls, when the king 
actually asks his “maire, jurats, et fideles de Bordeaux” if they will accept 
the seneschal he has appointed. There is absolutely no sign that the king 
grants the mayor and commune, he simply accepts them 1 . At Montreuil- 
sur-Mer every step in the communal advance was fought for by the towns- 
men. They proclaimed their own commune in 1137, but not till 1188 was 
its existence formally recognised by Philip Augustus, who pardoned them 
for the violence with which they had established it. The charter granted 
to Rouen in 1145 confirmed the old rights of the burgesses and sanctioned 
the commune which they had formed. Instances are too numerous to be 
quoted exhaustively. 

Similarly, when once a commune was established, its powers and 
functions were little by little developed by the town. Communal govern- 
ments generally exercised some legislative power and constantly published 
statutes increasing their own authority, or, if this were impossible, further 
privileges were bought. This, however, is rather a feature of town history 
than an actual part of the communal movement. All evidence of this 

i A great deal of information concerning Bordeaux has been gathered from 
some valuable lectures given by Monsieur Bemont in Paris, since published as Les 
institutions municipaks de Bordeaux au moyen age , RH, 1916. 
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nature, however, helps to strengthen the theory that communal growth 
was in its origin independent and popular; that its causes are to be found 
in the progress of the townsmen themselves; that it was only by degrees 
that the lords realised the possible value of favouring such a development 
and themselves created new and privileged towns. Probably they also 
realised that it was wise to gain control of so important a movement and 
to lead it into channels which would not threaten their own authority too 
much. Seignorial towns were never dangerous communes ; they were rather 
privileged communities, a source of strength not of weakness to their 
founders. 

Since the communal movement was a natural and economic develop- 
ment, its extent and its results depended upon economic conditions. The 
powers of a commune, whether urban or rural, varied according to the stage 
of advance which the town or village had reached when it was struggling 
for its incorporation and self-government. The more backward a place, 
the more easily, as a rule, its ambitions would be satisfied ; the richer and 
more prosperous the town, the higher was the ideal at which the burgesses 
aimed. Something might depend also upon outside circumstances, such as 
the character of the feudal overlord or the attitude of the king; but it 
was still more the condition of the town itself which determined the nature 
and duration of its communal government. 

Two other circumstances also tended to influence communal growth : 
the frequent existence of double towns, and what has been called the 
affiliation of the communes. 

A large number of the older towns, especially in the south, had two 
parts; the cite or fortified portion generally representing the ancient 
settlement, and quite distinct from it the later bourg or mercantile town, 
side by side with the older castrum or else built round it. Thus the 
military and commercial centres were divided, although occasionally the 
bourg also had its own walls for defence, as at Bordeaux and Carcassonne. 
The importance of this formation for town development was that the 
episcopal and more authoritative element tended to concentrate in the 
cite or civitas ; while in the newer town, where the more democratic 
buildings were collected, such as the hospital, the market-place, and the 
town hall, society was often rather more independent and was able to lead 
the way in the formation of municipal government. This was not, however, 
invariably the case. In Carcassonne the old cite developed municipal or- 
ganisation almost before the mile basse was founded ; and at Nimes the 
two parts of the town acquired consular government much at the same 
time, and used to hold joint meetings for subjects of general interest. 

The subject of affiliation is a very difficult one and much has been 
written upon it. The fact that one town influenced another has never been 
disputed, and certainly imitation must have played a considerable part in 
the communal movement. Some places formed regular types, from which 
other towns or villages drew their inspiration and whose privileges they 
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eagerly copied. This imitation, however, was rarely complete; and the 
influence of one town might be counteracted by the influence of another, 
or weakened by local circumstances. In France affiliation was certainly 
less strong than in Germany, where the Oberhof. \ a mother-town to which 
appeal might be made, could give a final decision on matters concerning 
one of its imitators. In France, though there are occasional instances of 
appeal, the idea of a real chef-de-sens is never completely worked out. The 
jurats of Soissons were supposed to settle any difficulty of interpretation 
in the charter of Meaux; Florent had to refer to the rights and customs 
of Beaumont; while Abbeville had three towns to which it should appeal 
— Amiens, St Quentin, and Corbie; but, as a rule, appeal to a mother- 
town was not stipulated for at all. Luchaire has divided French communal 
development into seven types, originating from seven influential towns, 
but later writers have considered this division far too simple. Probably 
the variety of types was far greater and the spread of communal charters 
was complicated in all sorts of ways. In the north, St Quentin set an 
example to the neighbouring villages and was in part copied by Abbeville; 
but its influence over towns such as Laon and Noyon, and the other places 
which imitated them, has been formerly much exaggerated. The charter 
of Soissons spread through the surrounding country, was copied more or 
less by Meaux, Sens, Compiegne, and Dijon, and by means of the latter 
came to influence the rural communes of Champagne. But this influence 
was neither direct nor unmixed with others. Soissons itself owed much to 
the example of Beauvais; so also did Compiegne and Senlis; Sens and 
Meaux imitated Senlis as well as Soissons. Even some of the village 
federations of the Soissonais appealed to Meaux in cases of difficulty. 
Rouen, which was very influential in Normandy and throughout the 
English dominions generally, taught many of its lessons through inter- 
mediaries, especially La Rochelle and Niort. The less advanced charters 
had generally the greatest direct influence, since the lords did not oppose 
their propagation. Eighty-three villages are said to have imitated the 
customs of Lorris; five hundred places in Champagne, in Lorraine, and 
throughout France, were organised on the lines of the law of Beaumont. 
But, despite a certain amount of imitation, communal advance was any- 
thing but stereotyped, and local characteristics in France were strongly 
marked. 

In some ways the regional grouping of communes is more instructive 
and more interesting than their division according to types of the leading 
towns. Geography undoubtedly influenced town development, and the 
resemblance which many communal charters have to one another may 
have been due just as often to resemblance of conditions as to direct 
imitation. Thus, Flanders and northern France might be grouped together 
as a very independent and commercial region, with St Omer and Amiens 
as characteristic towns. Lorraine, with old aristocratic families on one 
hand and servile cultivators on the other, was a district whose advance was 
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chiefly in the direction of enfranchisement and resistance to feudal abuses. 
Burgundy was in rather a similar condition, though here the friendly re- 
lations between lords and people led to very peaceable advance and very 
early liberties, but, at the same time, to a great survival of seignorial 
authority. In the cartulary of Arbois a pleasant instance of feudal kind- 
ness is given in a charter by which the countess frees a group of serfs from 
castle-guard. She points out that, after their hard day’s work and then the 
climb up the steep hill to her castle, they are lit for nothing but sleep, and 
“nature le requiert qu’ils dorment.” Champagne was another very rural 
district, and political powers were in consequence little developed, but 
Beauvais spread some influence here through trade connexion. The centre 
of France, having made less economic progress than either the north or the 
south, was generally contented with miles tie bourgeoisie , such as Limoges. 
In Guienne, English influence, trade development, and the existence of 
local yon* or customs, all affected urban growth. It was widespread and 
vigorous, but the royal policy and power prevented complete independence. 
Bordeaux may be taken as the typical town of this region; and eventually 
the large number of bastides shew how the lords grasped the value of con- 
cession and the need for encouraging a loyal population. Provence, even 
if theories of Roman influence are put on one side, was the home of very 
early communal independence, in Arles, Avignon, and elsewhere. Here the 
old general assemblies played an important partin the building up of 
union and self-government. In Languedoc, towns were either commercial 
or military. Feudalism was not severe, popular rights were a very natural 
growth, and committees with consular government were very numerous 
and very powerful, until royal authority was asserted over them. Albi, 
Carcassonne, and Toulouse are good examples of towns of this region, 
which progressed on account of their trade and their military importance, 
Roussillon was in a district where agricultural progress and the need for 
military defence were the chief reasons for communal development. 

Thus the communal movement was influenced by example, by geo- 
graphical conditions, and by the circumstances of each town individually ; 
but the whole idea of association was in the air and spread itself almost 
unconsciously. 

The rural communes, so marked a feature of country life in parts of 
France, require some separate consideration, although in the main their 
causes and characteristics closely resemble those of the urban communes. 
Economic advance, and the desire to improve their material and social 
condition, induced peasants to combine and to struggle for privileges, 
much as burgesses and townsmen had done. As a rule, political ideas 
played rather a smaller part in a rural association than in the more enter- 
prising town, but it was the same communal spirit which was inspiring 
countryman and townsman alike. Differences of degree were due to 
circumstances, and to the height to which local progress had attained 
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before the formation of the community or commune. As was only natural, 
the country was generally behind the town. It was the thirteenth century 
which saw the establishment of most village communities, although in 
many cases this corporate development was an outcome of older rights and 
rural freedom in the past. 

Rural communes seem to fall into two divisions, although, as often 
in making distinctions, the line between the two is indefinite and not always 
easy to trace. There were the self-made communities, villages or federa- 
tions of villages, which combined largely as a result of town example, to 
gain material advance, freedom from the worst abuses of serfdom, and a 
varying degree of self-government. And there were the natural com- 
munities, such as the valley communes of the Vosges and Pyrenees, which 
geographical conditions, old survivals, and the special character of the 
country, had rendered very independent from the first, where serfdom had 
never existed in its most extreme form, and where the lords 1 rights had 
never been much more than nominal. In some cases, the attempt to get 
their old rights officially recognised ended in a loss of freedom for these 
natural communes; but in others the original independence was main- 
tained in a greater or less degree down to modern days. 

In both these divisions, however, the idea of combining, for the main- 
tenance of common rights and the increase of material well-being, was 
always the determining factor in their communal existence. In the 
northern villages, however, it was the value of example which appears 
most immediately prominent; in the mountain communes, the union 
through rights of common property. 

It was naturally the rural towns which formed the best example for 
the villages, and the customs of Lorris and Beaumont were always the 
first to spread in country districts. The villes-neuves and bastides^ again, 
themselves little hut rural communes, must have done much to lead the 
still unenfranchised villages to crave for similar privileges. That small 
rural cultivators like themselves should be granted freedom, defence, and 
common rights, while they remained under the old conditions, would be 
naturally galling to any ambitious villagers. It is never so easy to throw 
off old obligations as to make a wholly fresh start without them; never- 
theless, there were various rural settlements which pressed on by their own 
exertions, and acquired privileges similar to those bestowed from the first 
on the bastides. Some of the villages, especially in the south, fortified 
themselves ; or, if they could not manage to build complete walls and 
gateways, they made the church a stronghold and centre of their defences 
in times of danger, and they acquired for themselves rights similar to those 
of their favoured neighbours. Sometimes it was the banlieu of an urban 
commune, actively influenced by events in the town itself, which spread a 
desire for equal rights throughout the neighbouring country. Thus, in 
Ponthieu alone, where the examples of Abbeville and Amiens were before 
all eyes, thirty-six village communes existed in the fourteenth century. 
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Although the country profited by town example, the motives which 
actuated them were not wholly the same, or at least they did not exist in 
the same proportions. Direct growth from the old free village, the 
desire to ameliorate servile conditions, and the influence of parish life 
and church duties, were all more prominent in the country than in the 
town; while commercial causes, seignorial rivalry, and the desire for 
political independence, were less general, though not wholly absent. 
Several isolated villages did organise themselves contrary to the will of 
their lord, but the result was often fatal, for it was difficult for the 
peasants to hold their own against opposition. Thus Masniere, a hamlet 
dependent on the Abbey of Corbie, was put down by the abbot when it 
had given itself communal government; and the same thing happened at 
Chablis near Tours. It was to avoid this difficulty that villages came to 
form federations for mutual support, and when they were near some 
important urban centre they looked to help from that quarter also. This 
was not always effective, for the Laonnais group had only a very short 
and stormy career. It was generally the least ambitious developments 
which were the most durable, and where advance was very gradual less 
opposition was excited. Thus a community which united peaceably to 
maintain old rights, which had assemblies chiefly for agricultural matters, 
and which elected only a few officials of its own to share in justice and 
taxation without repudiating the supreme seignorial authority, might 
very likely get its advance recognised, its privileges confirmed, and its 
organisation accepted by the lord. He could still exercise influence over 
the community and at the same time reap the benefit of contented vassals 
and willing cultivators. 

The important part played by common possessions in bringing about 
union has been already mentioned, but in rural districts this is particularly 
striking, whether it was actual corporate property the communities 
acquired or merely common use. In Alsace several villages were often 
united by the possession of the alinend^ common pasture land for a group 
of hamlets; just as in the Pyrenees the ports or mountain pastures were 
almost always shared. In some parts pasture was not free, in which case 
the inhabitants of one or more villages would often combine to pay 
jointly for pasturing their beasts and gathering wood in the forests; this 
happened in many rural communities of the Yonne. In Normandy there 
are many examples of rights in wood and waste shared by the villagers, 
while any stranger had to pay for the use of it, even for the rights of 
driving flocks through the land at all. At Brucourt a document shews 
that here, at least, the pasture was real corporate property : “les communes 
du dit lieu de Brucourt furent donnees au commune de la dite paroisse,'” 
At Boismont-sur-Mer, a tiny village in Ponthieu, the habitants had 
rights of common along the shore, because the land was too poor to be of 
any use as private property, and they were called bourgeois ie, consequence 
of. being banded together for mutual protection and guarantee of their 
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possession. Similarly, at Filieffes, in the same neighbourhood, two marshes 
were common to the inhabitants of the village, and a mayor and echevms 
appointed to supervise rural affairs. 

Common property led very often to the passing of common bye-laws, 
and to the appointment of common officials to direct, supervise, and see 
that these regulations were kept. Constantly the men of a village 
would appear as joint suitors in a case, or to receive concessions. In 
1214 there was a contention “super quaedam communia ab homini- 
bus de Coldres cum hominibus de Nonancourt inita, et super quibus- 
dam consuetudinibus.” Elsewhere it was “homines Henrici de Tillao,” 
“homines de Deserto,” and others, who owed money “pro recognitione de 
servieio.” In the fourteenth century such instances were particularly 
numerous in Normandy, and the courts held suits concerning “le comimin 
du hameau du Beequet,” “les habitants des cinq paroisses de la foret de 
Conches,” and so on. In the cartulary of Carcassonne there are many 
proofs of village claims. The men of Yillegly assert that from time 
immemorial they have had common pasture rights, the common privilege 
of a sheaf at harvest time, and common liberty to settle amongst them- 
selves what crops they would grow without any seignorial interference 
(fourteenth century). 

The lords, on their side, were also able to enforce common duties. 
“ lAmiversite des habitants” at Villegly owed a pound of wax and were 
bound to castle-guard in turns. At Gardie, a sum . was paid annually 
“pro omnibus hominibus de universitate predicta” The Church also 
frequently demanded common dues and services; and sometimes parish 
officials — syndics and others— were chosen from the whole community to 
manage the common work of the parish. 

The existence of these common rights and duties, the need for agree- 
ment as to the cultivation and other local business, led to the holding of 
popular assemblies in villages and rural groups, which gave an impulse 
to the idea of self-government. In the county of Dunois, there are 
frequent examples of general meetings to discuss money payments or 
military contributions demanded by the lord, or village matters of all 
sorts, such as the building of enclosures or any public work. At Lutz, in 
1387, twenty-seven inhabitants, “faisant la greigneur et plus saine partie 
des manans et habitans,” met to choose representatives to appear before 
the Parlement on the subject of forced taille. In 1440 several villages met 
to discuss the sending of a body of horsemen which had been commanded 
by the king. Sometimes the rural communities were so small that about 
twelve people were all they could muster as their representatives. 

Some of the most interesting examples of these village meetings are 
to be found in the cours colongeres o f Alsace and Lorraine, very indepen- 
dent assemblies, often exercising judicial, and administrative powers, 
evidently survivals of old rights, which they claimed to have existed 
“from time immemorial.” In the Vosges there were a number of these 
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rural groups or colonges : associations of hamlets and scattered farms, 
holding from a lord, but with their own rural regulations, their own 
tribunals, for low justice as a rule but occasionally for more important 
cases, and their popular assemblies, without the consent of which the lord 
was not supposed to interfere in any communal business. Common rights, 
in particular, were under the supervision of these assemblies, and the lord 
was often on a par with the villagers, so far as regarded the use of woods 
and pasture. To be a member of one of these colonges , residence for a 
year was generally required, and the new colon was formally received as a 
member in a general assembly. All had to attend, under pain of a fine, 
and only four excuses were recognised for absence: war, illness, old age, 
or deafness. The lord, or his representative, generally presided over this 
cour colongere, but the suitors had final decisions in their hands, and 
justice was administered by elected echevins. Occasionally, greater inde- 
pendence than this was acquired. At Donnelay, near Metz, for example, 
the inhabitants elected the mayor or president and did justice and levied 
taxes without seignorial control. No charters to these colonges exist 
before the thirteenth century, some are later still; but they always contain 
a statement to the effect that they are recognising old rights. These 
documents shew that the community itself might possess serfs, that it had 
rural officials, shepherds, foresters, and so forth, and it could buy, sell, or 
otherwise dispose of its common land according to its will. There are 
many curious old customs and conditions in these charters, which give a 
most interesting picture of rural life in these mountain hamlets, but 
which unfortunately do not throw any special light on the actual com- 
munal movement. Here, as time went on, the old free character of the 
villages was more and more lost. It was territorial sovereignty in this 
case which was swamping the communes, since in the Empire, of which 
they were part, central power was not taking the place of the feudal lords, 
as was the monarchy in France. A letter to the Count of Harbourg in 
1529 says: “ Votre coulonge a beaucoup de franchises, mais aujourd'hui, 
helas, oil ne s’en soucie guere” Little by little, this interesting survival 
of old free rights, which had developed into actual communal organisa- 
tion, disappeared, and ordinary feudal seigneuries were left in possession 
of the field. 

In the valley communities of the Pyrenees conditions were very 
similar. Here it was clearly geographical causes which first led to com- 
munal organisations. Villages, tiny hamlets, and scattered homesteads, 
which would have had little importance as isolated units, naturally com- 
bined while enclosed in one mountain valley, secure from much outside 
interference or even intercourse, and already united for the use of pasture 
land on the slopes of the hills. There was little reason here for much 
seignorial supervision or interference; little for any lord to gain out of 
these simple pastoral communities. From early days they had managed 
their own affairs; during the winter months they were cut off almost 
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entirely from outside relations; and in the summer they were chiefly 
concerned in arranging for the feeding and management of the flocks and 
herds which were their chief source of livelihood. 

In Roussillon there were seven rural seigneuries, associations of villages, 
not exactly republics, but with considerable independence, making their 
own treaties, building their own fortifications, and holding general 
meetings to regulate local business of all sorts. The little community of 
Andorra still exists to illustrate something of the condition of these 
mountain settlements. A group of six parishes, Andorra manages its 
own affairs and simply pays an annual tribute to its feudal superiors: two- 
thirds to the government of France, one-third to the Bishop of Urgel in 
Spain. Though generally called a republic, it is in reality a very inde- 
pendent seigneurie held in pariage by two lords. 

In the western Pyrenees there were some large and important valleys, 
which were able to develop considerable powers, free from all but nominal 
subjection to their overlords. The Vallee d’Ossaii still retains its own 
distinctive dress, though this is fast disappearing, and it keeps its own 
local archives in the principal village. In the Middle Ages it was directly 
under the Viscount of Bearn, but otherwise independent. The Vallee 
d’Aspe was practically a republic. Its narrow defiles and the high moun- 
tains blocking it in were natural defences which secured its separate 
existence, and it had self-government in the hands of its own jurats. 
A document of 1692 speaks of its freedom in ancient times: “elle se 
condisoit par des lois et des coutumes qu’on n’a jamais empruntes, non 
pas meme depuis qu’elle s’est donnee volontairement au seigneur de Bearn, v 
The valley of Cauterets had its own legislative assemblies, composed of 
women as well as of men, and the fines and profits of justice were shared 
between the community itself and its ecclesiastical seigneur, the abbot. 
The Vallee d’Azun had its popular parliament and its local customs for 
all the inhabitants, which the seigneur confirmed on request of “tot lo 
pople dA-Ssim.” 

These rural communes were known as beziaus , the inhabitants as 
bezWy the local word for voisins ; and it was quite usual for the bezias or 
voi, tines to share equally with the men in government and administration — 
in any case, when they were householders. The almost sovereign power 
of these communities is especially shewn in their treaties with other valleys; 
the lies and passeries were generally agreements as to pasture-rights, 
which followed actual warfare between the villages. One of the most 
famous of these treaties was between the French valley of Baretous and 
the Spanish community of Ron^al, which was signed in 1373, and arranged 
for a yearly tribute of three cows to be paid by the Frenchmen. This has 
given rise to a curious ceremony which was kept up in full until late in 
the nineteenth century. On the summit of the pass between the valleys, 
representatives from each side used to meet and, with their hands inter- 
laced on crossed lances, proclaim Pazavant (paix dorenavant). After this, 
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the cows, bedecked with ribbons, were led across the frontier, and the 
day ended in dancing and feasting. 

Enough has been said to shew that the Pyrenean valleys were primitive 
communities which had inherited customs from very early days and which 
had never been under severe seignorial control. The communal movement 
in their case was truly a natural growth ; but they were so far affected by 
the general tendency of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, as to get 
their rights recognised and their fors written down and confirmed. Their 
special characteristics were elected officials, common rights and common 
property, and a very popular and independent form of local government. 

To sum up shortly the results arrived at in this chapter, two principal 
conclusions seem to emerge — the difficulty of generalisation and the 
natural and economic character of the movement. 

First, as to the difficulty of generalising. It is almost impossible to 
argue from events in a few towns the probable course of events in another. 
Communal growth can best be studied through individual instances, but 
it is unsafe to draw general conclusions from them as to the line of advance 
throughput the whole country. Local differences have resulted in a very 
great variety of local developments and causes, which helped the growth 
of communes in one part of the country and were often absent in another. 
The seignorial support, apparently beneficial in one instance, in another 
may have meant the complete loss of communal independence. 

Secondly, as to the natural character of the movement. The communal 
movement was clearly a stage in economic development; instead of being 
a break with old conditions and a revolution against feudal ideas, it was 
consistent with the period of feudalism in which it arose. It was an attempt 
of communities to rise by force of union in the feudal hierarchy and them- 
selves to rank side by side with feudal seigneurs; sometimes as their vassals, 
but whenever possible, as suzerains themselves and tenants-in-chief of the 
Crown, privileged and independent of all but nominal allegiance. 

As a general rule, it may be said that the older towns were the most 
progressive in their actions, that they developed their own communes and 
acquired the highest degree of independence for a short time. New towns 
were often favoured by the lords and became privileged, but under con- 
trol. Royal towns, though often in earlier possession of charters and 
privileges, were always less completely free. Rural communities were very 
frequently peaceful in their development and could trace back their rights 
to very early days, but the assertion of these rights generally followed 
the formation of town organisations in point of time, and occasionally the 
rural commune was a direct, imitation of an urban union. 

In France this movement was widespread and important hut short- 
lived; for it came at a time when the growth of centralisation was little 
by little absorbing feudal rights and local independence. The higher the 
position at which the communes arrived, the more they came into conflict 
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with the development of royal supremacy, and the more completely they 
were destroyed. But, even though short-lived, the communal movement 
in France, both urban and rural, had important results which outlasted 
its own existence. Serfdom was distinctly diminished in severity and 
extent; local patriotism was excited and continued, even though it might 
be turned into other channels; commerce and trade were invigorated and 
the energy of the burgesses could extend in that direction when self- 
government disappeared; above all, it was the medieval commune which 
formed the cradle of that important element of French society, the Tiers 
lit at. 



CHAPTER XX. 


THE MONASTIC ORDERS. 

The Rule of St Benedict was the fountain of monastic discipline in the 
West, the source, not of a single religious order, but of religious order in 
the most comprehensive sense of the phrase. Composed in the beginning 
for a single community of eenobites, it took into account no system which 
involved the grouping of monasteries in an organised federation or sub- 
ordinated a number of houses to one common head. The successors of 
St Benedict at Monte Cassino could make no claim to any but an hono- 
rary primacy among Benedictine abbots. The Benedictine monastery was 
a self-ruling corporation; its abbot, the father of the convent, was supreme 
in it and in the dependent priories which formed integral, though locally 
detached, portions of the organism. The Rule supplied the main prin- 
ciple of its life; but in details it was governed by its own customary 
code, the result of local conditions and individual convenience. Such 
bodies of customs would necessarily have strong family and local like- 
nesses; but they would shew no trace of a rigid uniformity. Relations 
between neighbouring communities might be fraternal, but each was a 
separate household, recognising a common paternity, not in any supreme 
monastery, but in St Benedict, the founder of the monastic order. 

This autonomy of the Benedictine community, with its healthy en- 
couragement to free development on natural lines, was nevertheless not 
without its drawbacks. The history of such great houses as Monte Cassino 
and Farfa shews, on the one hand, that a body of monks unprotected by 
any central authority or mutual bond of union was peculiarly liable to 
dispersion under the pressure of external attack. During the Lombard 
invasions in the sixth century, and the Saracen inroads in the ninth, both 
monasteries were left desolate for long periods. On the other hand, the 
community ran the continual risk of internal decay. The rule of a weak 
or careless abbot, under no effective supervision, was inevitably a source 
of danger; while the growth of temporal possessions, given by benefactors 
with the best intentions, brought with it temptations to the relaxation 
of religious observance and to the admission of secular customs out of 
keeping with the Rule. Both causes, in the disturbed condition of Euro- 
pean society, combined against the steady maintenance of the founder’s 
principles. A convent scattered by invaders, and forced to lead a vagrant 
life in search of casual hospitality, was unlikely, when it was restored to 
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its old home, to enter upon its duties with its pristine zeal and to prefer 
austerity to comfort. 

The restoration of discipline in monasteries was a necessary accom- 
paniment of the establishment of law and order in the Carol ingian Empire. 
Charlemagne, with his sense of the value of learning to civilisation, saw 
in well-ordered religious houses centres of culture and study which would 
be an ornament to his realm and exercise a salutary influence upon their 
surroundings. During his reign, an organised movement towards reform 
began in the Aquitanian kingdom, with the encouragement of its ruler 
Louis, his youngest son. The chief agent in this movement was Benedict, 
Abbot of Aniane. Like many of his followers in the work of monastic 
administration, he found himself dissatisfied with the normal routine of 
the religious house in which he had made his profession. As a monk at 
Saint-Seine, regarding the Rule of St Benedict as a system merely for 
beginners, he endeavoured to follow the severe practices of Eastern mo- 
nachism. About 780 he founded upon his inherited estates the monastery 
of Aniane. At first, the customs which he prescribed to his monks were 
too drastic; and experience probably taught him the wisdom of the Rule 
which, in his ardour, he had underrated. After a period of disappoint- 
ment, Aniane began to flourish. Monks went out from it to spread its 
teaching in other parts of Gaul; old foundations received new life, and 
new houses were founded under its influence. Twenty monks were sent 
from Aniane to colonise Alcuin’s monastery of Cormery ; William, Duke 
of Aquitaine, placed others in the monastery of Saint-Guilhem-du-Desert. 
Benedict gained the favour of Charlemagne as a defender of orthodoxy 
against the adoptionist heresy of Felix, Bishop of Urgel; and Louis the 
Pious committed to him full authority to reform the monasteries of 
Aquitania. When Louis succeeded to his father’s dominions in 814, this 
authority was extended over the whole of Gaul. Benedict was induced 
to follow Louis northwards, and eventually to take up his abode in the 
Kornelimunster, an abbey founded by him with the Emperor’s help on 
the Inde, near Aix-la-Chapelle. Here he died in February 822. 

In his endeavours for reform, Benedict had to contend with three 
main abuses. The custom of granting monasteries as fiefs to lay pro- 
prietors endangered the whole system. Benedict prevailed upon Louis to 
appoint only regulars as abbots, and to modify the requisition of services 
from religious houses. Closely connected with this first abuse was the 
prevalent abandonment of regular observances. In some prominent houses, 
such as Saint-Denis at Paris and Saint-Benigne at Dijon, the inmates had 
abandoned the title of monks for that of clerks and canons. Saint-Be- 
nigne was brought back to discipline in Benedict s lifetime by its Abbot, 
Herlogaud. At Saint-Denis his efforts had little success; the monks 
who were introduced to leaven the house were expelled by the canons; 
and it was not until some years after his death that the reform was 
effected by Hilduin and Hincmar. But the crying evil which Benedict 
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recognised as the root of irregularity was diversity of observance. If he 
was urgent in enforcing the Rule of St Benedict as the foundation of an 
orderly system, his panacea for disorder was uniformity of custom. 

His reform was the first of a series of attempts to mould the monastic 
life upon a fixed pattern of observance. At the Council of Aix-la-Chapelle 
in 817 the Rule was interpreted and supplemented by a series of ordi- 
nances, the effect of which was to bind monasteries to one scale of simple 
living. All luxury was forbidden; monks must look after the offices of 
the house themselves and do their own work. While they were given a 
somewhat more liberal allowance of raiment than was contemplated by 
the Rule, they were restricted in the care of their persons. The visits of 
strangers to the cloister were prohibited, and even visiting monks were to 
be entertained in a separate dormitory. The abbot’s spiritual authority 
was strongly upheld, but his private liberty was curtailed; he must live 
as one of the monks over whom he bore rule. The only children who 
might be taught in a monastery were those who were offered to it by 
their parents, and these, when they came to years of discretion, should 
be given a free choice between remaining with the monks or going out 
into the world. Where a monastery had dependent priories, each must 
be served by six monks at least, or entrusted to canons. The literary 
fruit of Benedict’s studies in monastic polity is seen in the Codex 
Regularum, a collation of existing monastic rules, and in the Concordia 
Regularum, in which their precepts were applied in the form of a com- 
mentary to the governing Rule itself. 

It will be noticed that the Council of Aix-la-Chapelle recognised the 
existence of canons, or persons leading the canonical as distinct from the 
monastic life, among the constituent parts of ecclesiastical machinery. 
St Chrodegang, Bishop of Metz (742-766), had composed a rule for the 
clerks of his cathedral church, by which they were given a quasi-monastic 
constitution embodying the principles of the common life and com- 
munity of goods. His rule was the starting-point of reform in similar 
bodies of clergy, to whose members the title of canons was generally 
applied. Its origin is sometimes attributed to the canon or rule under 
which they lived; but it was more probably derived from the canon, the 
official list or matriculus of a community. Although this system was in 
itself an attempt to apply to corporations of secular clerks a constitution 
upon modified Benedictine lines, its growth presented an alternative mode 
of life to the inmates of monasteries. The claims of the monks of Saint- 
Denis and Dijon to be styled canons or regular clerks was a rejection of 
the mixed constitution of a monastery, in which only a certain propor- 
tion of the monks were in holy orders. It also excused the possession of 
private property by individuals, as the canon had his special allowance 
from the common fund or, where he was bound by no rule, lived 
upon the income derived from an individual estate. At Aix-la-Chapelle 
regulations were also drawn up for canons by a committee of bishops 
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and clerks; and the code attributed to Amalarius, Dean of Metz, on the 
lines of the Rule of St Chrodegang, was intended for the use, not merely 
of cathedral and collegiate chapters, but of clerks in general. It was not 
until a much later date that the so-called Rule of St Augustine was 
formulated for the use of bodies of clerks vowed to a common life of the 
monastic type. 

For Carolingian monasticism in its full vigour we must look to the 
abbeys of Gaul and Germany, to Saint-Maur, St Gall, or Fulda. In Italy 
such monasteries as Monte Cassino and Nonantula flourished under the 
Carolingian Emperors as centres of civilised and scholarly activity. But 
the general tendency of the Italian monasteries was towards secularisation. 
Farfa, between the Sabine hills and the Tiber, was especially favoured by 
Lothar, the son of Louis the Pious. Its abbot was a prince ruling over 
a large territory and commanding the allegiance of powerful vassals; he 
owned no superior but the Emperor, and was able to resist successfully the 
encroachments which successive Popes, grudging him the privilege of ex- 
emption from their authority, made upon his lands. The great monastery, 
with its circle of embattled walls, its four churches, its imperial palace 
and splendid monastic buildings adorned with spacious colonnades, was 
more like a fortified town than a place of retirement from the world. 
It withstood the attacks of the Saracens for seven years before its eventual 
fall. Such a foundation was an easy prey to the irregularities against 
which Benedict of Aniane had striven. Even within the main area of his 
reform, the dissolution of the Empire of Charlemagne, rent by intestine 
quarrels and harassed by the invasions of the Northmen, caused the 
temporary extinction of monastic life after its brief revival. The advance 
of the northern pirates along the Loire and Seine was marked by the 
abandonment and pillage of Marmoutier, the shrine of St Martin of 
Tours, Fleury, to which the body of St Benedict had been translated 
after the Lombard destruction of Monte Cassino, and Saint-Denis. The 
monasteries of the southern coast, such as Saint-Victor at Marseilles and 
Lerins, formerly a notable link between eastern and western monachism, 
were sacked by more than one invader during the eighth and ninth 
centuries. When, after the fury was past, monks returned to these sites, 
it was with disheartenment and little hope of safety. 

A period came, however, when the religious life, under the protection 
of powerful territorial magnates, had a chance of recovery. In 910 
William the Pious, Duke of Aquitaine, founded a monastery at Cluny 
in the diocese of Macon, and set over it Berno, a noble Burgundian, who, 
as Abbot of Gigny, a house founded by himself upon territory of his own, 
had already given proof of reforming energy. The monastery of Baume, 
which had been placed under his direction and furnished with customs 
closely modelled upon the precepts of Benedict of Aniane, also contributed 
its example to the new abbey. Cluny, entrusted with the administration of 
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other monasteries, was, before Berno’s death in 927, the head of a small 
congregation, the nucleus of the Cluniac order. Berno, in the last year of 
his life, resigned his office, and divided his monasteries between his rela- 
tive Guy and Odo, a monk who had found at Baume the discipline 
abandoned by his earlier companions, the monks of Marmoutier. While, 
under the unworthy Guy, Gigny and Baume became centres of reaction, 
Cluny and the two other houses given to Odo persevered in the work of 
reform. Without Odo, indeed, the Cluniac movement might have come 
to nothing. During the fourteen years between 927 and 941 , he earned 
the title of the reformer of Benedictine observance, not only in France, 
but in the West generally. 

In France, Odo’s most remarkable success was the reform of Fleury, 
to which he was called in 930. At first the monks resisted his entry with 
violence; but his personal fearlessness overcame opposition, and, with 
the help of Hugh the Great, the father of Hugh Capet, he purged the 
convent of abuses and converted it into an active missionary centre, 
second only to Cluny in influence. In 936, on the invitation of Alberic, 
the temporal sovereign of Rome, Odo paid his first of several visits to 
Italy. He was given authority over the' monasteries in Roman territory: 
St Paul’s without the walls of Rome was successfully reformed, and other 
houses followed suit. A beginning was made at Monte Cassino; but 
Farfa, divided by a schism between two rival abbots who had murdered 
their predecessor, resisted the introduction of Cluniac monks by Odo and 
got rid by poison of the abbot whom Alberic installed by armed force. 
Yet, if Odo’s personal success in Italy was limited, he at any rate sowed 
the seed of a much needed revival. Neither Alberic nor his step-father and 
rival, King Hugh of Italy, can be credited with an ardent zeal for religion ; 
but both, in the favour which they shewed to the Abbot of Cluny, paid 
testimony to the importance of religious activity in the restoration of 
general order. 

The work of Odo was continued with unabated energy by his suc- 
cessors. Mayeul (Maiolus), Abbot of Cluny from 954 to 994, was able, 
with the favour of Otto the Great and his son, to advance the Italian 
reform in Ravenna, Pavia, and Rome. Through the influence of the 
Empress Adelaide, the first offshoot of Cluny in the Burgundian king- 
dom was founded at Payerne (Peterlingen) in the Jura. Among the 
French monasteries reformed by Mayeul were Marmoutier, Saint-Maur- 
des-Fosses, and Saint-Benigne at Dijon. He died on his way to Saint- 
Denis, where his successor Odilo (994-1048) achieved some success. It 
was under the rule of Odilo that the position of Cluny as the supreme 
head of a monastic congregation was achieved. 

Odo had succeeded to the headship of only half the monasteries which 
Berno had ruled; and his influence as Abbot of Cluny depended entirely 
upon his personal gifts and piety, not upon the established reputation 
of a community which was as yet young and had acquired no great 
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possessions. Most of the houses which submitted to his guidance were 
Benedictine monasteries with a history far older than that of Cluny, In 
subjecting themselves to him for a time, they did not surrender their 
independence. When he died, the number of houses immediately de- 
pendent on Cluny was very small. They were slightly increased under his 
next successor Aymard (942-954); but Mayeul, at his accession, had only 
five dependent monasteries under his charge. Under Mayeul, again, the 
work of reform did not include the principle of submission to Cluny. 
Several of the Benedictine foundations whose life was quickened by Odo 
and Mayeul initiated reforms of their own which were independent of 
Cluniac effort. Thus Fleury and Marmoutier had each its own congrega- 
tion of reformed monasteries, which modelled their customs upon those of 
the reforming house, but were not members of a distinct order. The Lom- 
bard William of Volpiano, to whom Mayeul committed the government 
of Saint-Benigne in 990, migrated from Dijon to Normandy and intro- 
duced practices learned from Cluny into the Norman monasteries, either 
in person or through his disciples. Yet, though these were closely allied 
in ties of friendship, they owned no superior house to which obedience 
was due, but preserved the Benedictine principle of local autonomy. 

Again, parallel movements may be traced with which Cluny was only 
indirectly connected. Thus the reform of monasteries in the Netherlands, 
under Gerard of Brogne, and that which proceeded from Gorze in the 
diocese of Metz, were purely spontaneous in origin. The monks of 
Gorze adopted certain customs which bore a strong resemblance to 
those of Cluny ; and it is possible that the reform of the Abbey of 
Saint-Evre at Toul, achieved by monks of Fleury in 934, brought 
them into contact with Cluniac observances. Equally indigenous in its 
beginnings was the reform and restoration of the English monasteries, 
in which the prime mover was Dunstan, ably seconded by Aethelwold 
and Oswald. If Dunstan, during his exile from the court of Eadwig, 
learned much from continental monaehism in the abbey of Saint-Pierre 
or Blandinium at Ghent, his policy had been matured in his own brain 
during years of quiet meditation at Glastonbury. The aid of Abbo of 
Fleury was subsequently invoked to kindle popular enthusiasm, when 
Aethelwold repeopled the ruined monasteries in the east of England, and 
when Oswald, in the Severn valley and at Ramsey, founded new houses 
in which the Benedictine Rule was strictly observed. Such movements 
felt the influence of the Cluniac revival, but were distinct from it. Once 
more, the German reform undertaken a century later by William, who, 
formerly a monk of St Emmeram at Ratisbon, was elected Abbot of the 
distracted monastery of Hirschau in the diocese of Spires in 1069, owed 
much to Cluny, then at the height of its power. William modelled his 
reform directly upon Cluniac principles; Ulrich’s edition of the customs 
of Cluny, compiled at his request, was dedicated to him; some of his 
monks were sent to Cluny to learn regular observance, and the customs 
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of Hirschau were compiled from their report. The German congregation, 
however, owed no allegiance to the monastery to which it was thus in- 
debted. Similarly, the reform of Farfa, achieved by the Abbot Hugh 
whose purchase of his office in 997 was the unpromising beginning of a 
praiseworthy career, followed the Cluniac methods which the monastery 
had rejected at an earlier date. The customs of Farfa, compiled shortly 
after Hugh’s death in 1039, belong, like the Ordo Cluniacensis of Bernard 
and Ulrich’s Antiquiores Consuetudines , to the main group of authorities 
for Cluniac practice, and include a most valuable description of the 
arrangements of a model Cluniac monastery. But Farfa remained out- 
side the Cluniac order. 

Odilo’s rule at Cluny was distinguished by the intensive application 
of Cluniac customs to a congregation of dependent houses. Roving 
commissions to administer the affairs of foreign monasteries became less 
frequent ; we hear more, on the other hand, of gifts of monasteries to 
Cluny, which were affiliated directly to her as their parent and mistress. 
The biographer of Odilo enumerates some of the principal churches 
which he ruled and enriched with possessions, buildings, and ornaments — 
Paverne and Romainmotier in the diocese of Lausanne, Saint- Victor at 
Geneva, Charlieu and Ambierle near Lyons, Ris, Sauxillanges, Souvigny, 
la Ferte-Hauterive, and Saint-Saturnin in Auvergne, the priory founded 
by Mayeul at Pavia, and la Voulte-sur-Rhone, founded by Odilo himself 
in the last years of his life. He adorned the cloister of Cluny with 
marble columns, shipped from distant places down the Durance and the 
Rhone, so that he was wont to boast that he had found Cluny of wood 
and left it of marble. 

It may be said with equal truth that he left Cluny, hitherto merely a 
spiritual power among Benedictine houses, the head of an order, as distinct 
from a mere congregation of monasteries, within the Benedictine system. 
Each house of the order owed absolute obedience to the sovereign abbot. 
Odo had acquired for Cluny the privilege of exemption from any authority 
but that of the Pope. Her priories, members of the mother-house and 
incapable of independent action apart from her, were similarly exempt 
from control by diocesan bishops or secular princes; in whatever country 
they were founded, they were subjects of Cluny, amenable only to the 
decrees of the annual chapter at which the priors of the order were 
gathered together under the presidency of the abbot. The title of abbot, 
accorded to the head of an old house like Yezelay, which had been drawn 
within the Cluniac system, did not imply independence of the central 
government. Certain houses had an honorary pre-eminence, la-Charite- 
sur-Loire, Saint-Martin-des-Champs at Paris, Souvigny and Sauxil- 
langes, and Lewes, the first Cluniac foundation in England, established 
in 1077. For visitatorial purposes, the order was divided into ten 
provinces, for each of which two visitors and other officers were appointed 
at the general chapter. The provincial organisation, however, did 
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not imply local autonomy; the visitors were responsible to the central 
autocracy. 

This constitutional machinery was perfected during the long rule of 
Odilo’s successor Hugh (1049-1109). His abbacy, glorious as it was in 
the continual addition of monasteries to the order and in the foundation 
of the splendid abbey church of Cluny for the 800 or 400 monks for 
whom the old buildings were insufficient, was in some respects the turn- 
ing-point of the history of the Cluniac movement. It covered the period 
of the struggle between the Emperor Henry IV and the Papacy which 
his father had taken action to reform. In this conflict Cluny was naturally 
in sympathy with the Pope. Its exemption from local authority made a 
strong Papacy essential to its undisturbed existence. Its early success 
had been largely due to its geographical position in a district little af- 
fected by the strife of the last days of the Carolingian Empire. But, 
with the spread of the order over Europe, and with the growth of the 
spirit of nationality, the safeguard of its central authority was, more than 
in earlier times, the protection of the supreme spiritual power. On the 
other hand, while the Papacy was menaced by the power which had re- 
stored it, Cluny was surrounded by enemies of the reforms demanded by 
Gregory VII. It is hardly surprising that its abbot preferred a cautious 
neutrality to a whole-hearted espousal of the cause of Gregory, and to 
the consequent risk of provoking the active enmity of Henry IV and the 
prelates whose jealousy of Cluniac privileges was ready to take advantage 
of Cluniac weakness. Tradition, founded upon the supposed association 
of Hildebrand with Cluny, has represented the order as a chief instru- 
ment of the policy which, as Pope, he sought to carry out. We may 
assume with justice that he looked for support to the great influence of 
the abbot. He found friendship and consolation; the fulness with which 
he poured out the anxieties of his heart in his letters to Hugh admits of 
no other interpretation of their .spirit. But with these confidences was 
mingled a tone of impatient reproach which shews that Hugh’s regard for 
him did not go to the length of overt action. The voice of the abbot was 
not heard in the Pope’s synods; Cluny was unprepared to throw its 
weight into the scales upon his side. As Gregory complained, there were 
occasions when the abbot’s holiness shunned trouble, and when he was 
slothful in answering the demands of serious business. 

The days of Cluniac reform, in fact, were numbered with the settled 
organisation of the Cluniac order. In a monastery which had increased 
in power and riches, the mistress of some two hundred priories, piety might 
still be found and the opus Dei still flourish; but its missionary energy- 
had been exchanged for concentration upon internal polity. The patriarchs 
of Cluny had insisted upon a strict observance of the Rule, upon silence 
in church and cloister, upon the banishment of meat from the convent 
table, upon eradication of the nequissimim vitium of private property. 
While this was so, the success of Cluny as an agent of reform was obviously 
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due in no small degree to its moderation and avoidance of extreme forms 
of asceticism. It presented an ideal which it was possible for the ordi- 
nary monk to follow. In spite of its remissness in the cause of Gregory VII, 
it still sent out great men to champion the papal claims. Urban II, the 
inheritor of the Hildebrandine policy, had been Prior of Cluny ; Paschal II 
who followed him in the papal chair was also a Cluniac monk. It was to 
Cluny that Gelasius II, Paschal’s successor, came to die, and the next 
Pope, Calixtus II, was chosen in the abbey. Its fame suffered a temporary 
eclipse under the rule of Pons, who succeeded Hugh in 1109 and was 
obliged to resign in 1122; but the wisdom and devout learning of Peter 
the Venerable, who compiled a revised code of statutes, kept its reputation 
alive long after. Even so severe a critic as Peter Damian could refer to 
Cluny in the days of Hugh as “a paradise watered by the streams of the 
four Gospels, a garden of delights, a spiritual field where eai'th and heaven 
meet, a ground of conflict, in which, as in a wrestling-school of the spirit, 
the frailty of the flesh contends against the powers of the air.” St Bernard’s 
quarrel with Cluny arose in the evil days of Pons, when his cousin Robert 
was enticed from Clairvaux by specious arguments, and his condemnation 
of the pride and magnificence of Cluny and its preference of the letter 
to the spirit of the Rule was doubtless affected by this circumstance. Y et 
this splendour and monastic luxury was not the growth of a few years 
of misrule; for one point which Bernard attacked, the architectural 
beauty of the churches and cloisters, with their profusion of ornament 
and sculpture, we have abundant evidence from the time of Odilo onwards. 
It was through the imperceptible effect of wealth and power upon a never 
excessively rigorous system that the state of things arose in which, as 
Bernard said, the welfare of the order and its observance of religious 
discipline were held to consist in the magnificence of its feasts, its furniture, 
and its buildings. 

In these respects Cluny set the example to Benedietinism in general. 
The great revival of monastic life in England which followed the Norman 
Conquest was a revival of decent order rather than of stringent obser- 
vance. Lanfranc, in issuing his ordinances to the monks of his metro- 
politan church, had in view a well-ordered community, pursuing the life 
of church and cloister with exemplary decorum and following the Rule 
without extravagant professions of asceticism. The land-owning monas- 
teries of Domesday, the churches whose monks formed cathedral chapters, 
the splendid buildings which were in progress before the end of the 
eleventh century, were certainly not homes of an excessively severe 
discipline. Local instances of disorder, no doubt, occurred; and the 
strife between William Rufus and Anselm had dangerous effects upon the 
religious life, exposing monasteries to the intrusion of unworthy nominees 
of the Crown. It is to be noticed, however, that such movements as that 
which led in 1162 to the secession of the monks of Fountains from 
St Mary’s at Y ork were due, not to any definite scandals but to the 
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failure of abbots and convents to live up to the stricter precepts of 
the Rule. 

Even in the days of the greatest activity of Cluny, sporadic efforts at 
a high standard of asceticism are noticeable outside the main movement. 
In Italy the traditions of the austerities practised by the hermits and 
anchorites of the East were never dormant. Fonte Avellana in the diocese 
of Faenza, founded shortly before the year 1000, was a monastery of 
bare-footed anchorites. Some forty years later, under the guidance of 
Peter Damian, its strict practices were introduced into other houses, and 
daughter-monasteries were founded. The mortifications of the community 
provoked such criticism that the ardent abbot himself felt bound to 
restrain them. The enthusiasm of Peter Damian, which contributed so 
much to the revival of the papal authority in Italy, was fostered by the 
example of Romuald, the founder of the Camaldolese order. The life of 
Romuald is an extraordinary romance of spiritual fervour. He settled in 
one hermitage after another, imbuing disciples with his own enthusiasm, 
establishing communities of hermit-monks, but constantly disappointed 
by their failure to reach his own almost unattainable standard. The 
Emperor Otto III found in him a visionary after his own heart, and placed 
him in charge of the abbey of Sant’ Apollinare in Classe near his native 
city of Ravenna; but here his attempt to impose his severe discipline upon 
the convent forced him to resign. He was, in fact, wholly unadapted for 
the cenobitic life; and such success as he achieved was found in solitude 
and desert places. After abandoning, owing to a sudden illness, a mission- 
ary expedition to Hungary, he settled at Camaldoli, near Arezzo, about 
1012. Here, on a desolate mountain, he and a few brethren lived in 
separate cells, attending common offices in their oratory, but passing the 
rest of their time in silent prayer and meditation, and working on the 
barren soil for their living. Romuald himself left Camaldoli after a time, 
migrating to Sitria, near Sassoferrato, where he attracted so many 
followers that Sitria, says his biographer, became another Nitria, full of 
hermits, some living in their cells as in tombs. He died in 1027 at 
Valdicastro, near Camerino, where he had founded a hermitage at an 
earlier date. 

Camaldoli survi ved the departure of its founder, and became the head 
of an order of hermit-monks, which received papal approval in 1072. The 
original severity of the order was modified in the direction of humanity 
by successive priors of Camaldoli, its permanent generals. An important 
step was taken in 1 102 by the foundation of the monastery of Fontebuono, 
at the foot of the mountain of Camaldoli, a cenobite establishment which 
ministered to the wants of the hermits and gave them a place of retirement 
in case of sickness. Henceforward the double element, hermit and ceno- 
bite, existed in the order; and one of the congregations into which it was 
eventually divided, that of San Michele at Murano,was exclusively cenobite. 
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Other hermit orders and congregations came into being during the 
same period. La Cava, near Salerno, was famous as the retreat of 
St Adalferio, who, falling ill at the monastery of Chiusa in Piedmont, 
devoted his life to God and made his profession to Odilo at Cluny. His 
monastery at la Cava, however, was on the hermit model; after his death 
in 1050, the mountain, covered with establishments of hermits, became 
a second Mount Athos. Large bodies of monks were sent out to form 
new colonies, one of which, Monreale in Sicily, became within a few years 
of its foundation the seat of an archbishop and a monastic chapter. The 
offshoots of Cava thus reverted to the normal Benedictine model. Vallom- 
brosa, on the other hand, founded in 1038 or 1039 by St John Gualbert 
on the model of Camaldoli, became the source of another distinctively 
hermit order. The enthusiasm of the founder was equal to that of 
Romuald ; but his temper was more gentle, and his power of administration 
probably greater. In the mingling of the cenobite with the recluse element 
which was characteristic of Vallombrosan houses, an advance is noticeable 
upon the distinction between them which was preserved by the Camaldo- 
lese. At Vallombrosa also we find the first specific mention of the 
conversus who afterwards became a marked feature of Cistercian organi- 
sation, the permanent lay brother whose part in the monastic scheme 
was the exercise of his craft as distinct from the occupation of the monk. 

The Camaldolese and Vallombrosan orders had little success outside 
Italy. In France, the hermit movement developed upon individual lines, 
and one order, French in origin, spread its branches throughout Europe. 
The first distinctively French order, that of Grandmont, was inspired 
from Italian sources. Its founder, St Stephen, 'as a boy accompanied his 
father on a pilgrimage from their home in Auvergne to the shrine of 
St Nicholas at Bari in Apulia. Taken ill on the return journey, he 
remained in Italy under the care of the Archbishop of Benevento, The holy 
conversation of some Calabrian hermits impelled him to imitate their life; 
and, upon his patron’s death, he returned, armed with the papal blessing, 
to his native country. Here he took up his abode on the hill of Muret, 
near Limoges, where, in 1076, he renounced the world for a life of solitary 
abstinence and poverty. The usual band of disciples gathered round him, 
to whom he prescribed a life entirely separate from worldly distractions, 
avoiding the acquisition of property, and depending upon the voluntary 
alms of the faithful. After his death, the desert in which he had settled 
was claimed by a convent at Limoges; and the new prior migrated, to 
avoid disputes, to a neighbouring solitude at Grandmont. The rule 
founded upon the counsels of St Stephen, and approved by Hadrian III 
in 1156, was that of a cenobite community with common buildings. Each 
house of the order was divided into clerici and comer si , the first busied 
entirely with divine worship and contemplation, the second with the 
temporal care of the cell, the name applied collectively to the habitation 
of each convent. The dependent cells, few in number when the rule was 
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composed, were entirely subordinate to the prior of Grandmont, to whose 
election each sent two proctors. Thus, in general character, Grandmont 
closely resembled Vallombrosa; while, in its congregational organisation, 
the method of Cluny was followed. At no time was the order large, and, 
during its early years, it passed almost unnoticed. But it spread beyond 
France: small Grandimontine houses were to be found in remote places in 
England, at Grosmont on the Yorkshire moors and at Craswall on the 
slopes of the Black mountains in the Welsh march. Its rule underwent 
various modifications at the hands of the Popes of the thirteenth cen- 
tury; and in 1317 John XXII raised the prior to the dignity of an abbot. 

The founder of the Carthusian order was Bruno, a native of Cologne, 
who, at the time of his conversion to the hermit life, was canon of Rheims 
and master of the cathedral school there. In 1084, after spending some 
time in a hermitage near the abbey of Molesme, he and six companions, 
four clerks and two conversi, besought Hugh, Bishop of Grenoble, to grant 
them a place of settlement in his barren and mountainous diocese. Hugh 
amply satisfied their ambition for solitude. The desert of Chartreuse, 
entered by a cleft in the rocks at the top of a steep ascent, inhabited only 
by wild beasts and generally covered with snow, was, in the bishop’s words, 
more like a prison or purgatory than a human dwelling-place. Bruno and 
his companions built their church and little cells near the summit of the 
site, round a spring which gave them their daily drink. The founder 
himself, called away to Home by Pope Urban II, sought the congenial 
society of the hermits of southern Italy, and died in a monastery which 
he founded at la Torre in the diocese of Squillace. His departure seems 
to have been followed by the temporary desertion of Chartreuse, which he 
commended in his absence to the Abbot of la Chaise-Dieu in Auvergne; 
but it was restored to one of the original inmates, Landoin of Lucca, 
before Bruno’s death in 1101. 

The recognition of the Grande-Chartreuse as the head of an order 
was not fully achieved before 1176; but daughter-houses had come into 
existence by 1128, when Guigues du Chatel, prior from 1110 to 1137, 
drew up the Consuetudines Carthusienses , at the request of three priors of 
dependent convents. The essential points in the constitution of the 
Grande-Chartreuse, as in that of Grandmont, were isolation from worldly 
affairs and complete poverty. Beyond the bounds of the desert, which 
surrounded the monastery and afforded some scanty pasturage for a 
limited number of sheep and cattle, the acquisition of property was for- 
bidden. Any temptation to further possession was checked by the 
limitation of the conventual body to a prior and twelve monks, sixteen 
conversi , and a few hired servants, shepherds, and herdsmen. As at 
Camaldoli, the monastery consisted of two distinct parts, the hermitage 
proper with its separate cells, and the lower house, tenanted by conversi 
and administered by a proctor chosen from among the hermits. Dressed 
in habits of coarse white cloth, with hair-shirts next their skins, the 
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brethren abstained wholly from meat, fasting three days a week on bread, 
salt, and water, and on other days eating only vegetables, with the 
occasional addition of cheese or some milk-food, and drinking watered 
wine. Not even the sick were permitted the use of meat; gifts of fish 
were allowed, but not its purchase. The lesser hours were said privately 
by the monks in their cells; only certain hours were said in church, and 
in the early days of the monastery mass seems to have been celebrated 
only on Sundays and feast-days, when the monks left the cells to eat 
together in the refectory. The life of solitary prayer, varied only by 
work on the plots of ground adjoining the cells, was the ideal long main- 
tained by the Carthusian community. Guests were merely tolerated. The 
monastery was founded in the desert to afford refreshment to men’s souls, 
not to their bodies; its site furnished no conveniences for visitors and 
horses; as for alms to the poor, it was better to send surplus food to 
neighbouring towns than to attract a crowd of beggars. 

The spirit of the Carthusian customs and statutes is a rigorous deter- 
mination to maintain the strictest self-denial. Those who framed them 
kept in view all the dangers which beset a nascent order. The novice was 
warned of the hardness of the life ; if its demands were too onerous for 
him, he was not encouraged to persevere. The poor and compulsorily 
small monasteries were unattractive homes for men who wished to retire 
from the world with a certain degree of comfort. From the beginning, 
Carthusian monks recognised that their life was fit only for the few. 
They refused to affiliate large houses to their oi'der. When Stephen of 
Obasine consulted Guigues with a view to uniting his house to some strict 
order, he was told that the Carthusians had no room for it, and was 
advised to join the Cistercians, who kept the royal road and whose 
statutes led to all perfection. The hermit Carthusians admired but had 
no desire to emulate the rapid growth of cenobite reform under the 
Cistercians. Their humility and rejection of ambition met with its reward 
in the later Middle Ages, when, amid the decay of the cenobite orders, 
they still preserved their pristine zeal. 

Another order of a somewhat novel type was developed from experience 
gained in hermitages. Robert of Arbrissel, a Breton, was, like Bruno, 
a learned theologian, who left his lectures at Angers to become an 
anchorite in the forest of Craon, where he was joined by a crowd of 
imitators. The place was too strait for them all, and they parted to form 
distinct bands in neighbouring forests. Their leaders seem to have learned 
by experience that the solitary life in separate cells could not be of the 
same profit to all. Robert himself founded a monastery for those who 
preferred a cenobite life. One of his principal followers, Vital, a canon of 
Mortain, founded the cenobite congregation of Savigny, afterwards merged 
in the order of Citeaux; another, Bernard of Abbeville, was the founder 
of the congregation of Thiron. Robert, however, called upon by Urban II 
to join in preaching the Crusade, conceived the idea of founding a house 
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of prayer for those who, smitten with penitence but unable to take part 
in the holy war, might compensate for their disability by devoting them- 
selves to God. From the first this house, established at Fontevrault about 
1100, was intended to include women as well as men. Nunneries had 
played a very small part in the recent history of monasticism. The great 
abbeys ruled at an earlier date by women, such as Whitby and Chelles, 
had disappeared; others, like Remiremont in the Vosges, seem to have 
lost their regular character early, and developed as houses of secular 
canonesses. In 1028 Fulk the Black of Anjou had founded a nunnery at 
Ronceray, to which he attached four clerks or canons as chaplains: an 
arrangement which we find repeated in the canonries annexed to the 
important nunneries in the south of England, which owed their origin to 
the royal house of Wessex and, whatever decline they may have suffered 
during the period before the conquest, recovered their vigour under the 
Norman kings. With the approach of the twelfth century, nunneries 
began to assume a larger part in religious organisation. The existence of 
communities of women, however, raised special problems. Nunneries, 
without adequate protection, were exposed to the risk of secular violence; 
they needed the ministrations of priests in spiritual things, of manservants 
in temporal. Thus there grew up, in more than one order, those double 
monasteries in which a cloister of clerks and lay brothers existed side by 
side with a cloister of nuns. 

The symbolic idea of the double community at Fontevrault, whose 
patrons were St Mary and St John, was the care which the beloved 
disciple bestowed upon the mother of our Lord. The abbess was supreme 
over the monastery. The women, of whom there were 300 in the largest 
cloister alone, were consecrated to prayer; the men were charged with 
the temporal needs of the house. Cloisters, dedicated to St Lazarus and 
St Mary Magdalene respectively, were set apart for the diseased and the 
penitent. The Rule of St Benedict was stringently enforced; the use of 
meat was forbidden, and the community was ordered to receive no gifts 
of parish churches or tithes. In 1106 the new order was approved by 
Paschal II, and in 1113 it received the privilege of exemption. Daughter 
houses soon grew up in Anjou, Touraine, Berri, and Poitou; and the 
success of the order was so great that in 1145 there were said to be more 
than 5000 nuns at Fontevrault itself. Nuns were brought from it into 
England by Henry II to reform the abbey of Amesbury; others were 
settled at Nuneaton and at Westwood in Worcestershire; and the church 
of Fontevrault became the chosen resting-place of the Angevin royal 
family. 

Hitherto, none of the organised congregations which had arisen since 
the days of Cluny had produced a far-reaching effect outside certain 
localities. Their reforms, moreover, had for the most part pointed away 
from the cenobite ideal. The qualified approval which St Benedict had 
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given to the hermit life was supplanted by a theory which regarded the 
cenobite system as a concession, to human frailty rather than as the 
normal school of God’s service. It was only natural that the devout 
reformer, face to face with the splendour of Cluny or Saint-Denis, should 
contrast it unfavourably with the naked simplicity of Camaldoli or the 
Grande-Chartreuse, and question the spirituality of the system which it 
represented. But the greatest of the twelfth century reforms was instituted 
upon strictly cenobite lines ; and only in one outstanding detail did it 
depart from the spirit of the Rule of St Benedict. Even in this, its 
adoption of the congregational principle, it differed widely from the 
Cluniac system of centralised government under a single head. 

The institution of the order of Citeaux marks the third great epoch 
in the history of medieval monachism. The reforms of Benedict of Aniane 
had been short-lived ; the purity of Cluny had become alloyed by customs 
out of keeping with the intention of its founders. In 1098, Robert, Abbot 
of the Benedictine house of Molesme in the diocese of Langres, with six 
of his monks, dissatisfied with the imperfect observance of the Rule in 
their monastery, migrated, with licence from the papal legate Hugh, 
Archbishop of Lyons, to Citeaux, a desolate place covered with thick 
woods and thorn-bushes in the diocese of Chalon. Here, on Palm Sunday, 
SI March 1098, the birthday of St Benedict, the Cistercian order took 
its beginning. The new monastery was approved by the local diocesan, 
and the expenses of its wooden buildings were defrayed by Eudes, Duke 
of Burgundy, who proved a good friend to the struggling community. 
Robert himself was recalled to Molesme within a year of the foundation ; 
and it was his successor, Alberic, who obtained papal approval of the 
literal observance of the Rule of St Benedict to which he and his monks 
devoted themselves. But the monastery was as yet insignificant ; during 
the first years of its existence, its promise can hardly have seemed to 
contemporary observers as great as that of Fontevrault or Savigny. Its 
legislator arrived in 1109, in the person of the third abbot, the Englishman 
Stephen Harding. It was not, however, until 1113 that the event took 
place which was, within a few years, to raise Citeaux to a position of 
unrivalled influence in the Church at large. In that year St Bernard, 
with thirty companions, including his brothers, made his profession to 
Abbot Stephen ; and in the same year Citeaux, enlarged in numbers, sent 
out its first colony to la Ferte-sur-Grosne. 

By the time of the promulgation of the Carta Caritatis , which was 
confirmed by Calixtus II at Saulieu on 23 December 1119, the wide 
expansion of the Cistercian order was a certainty. The foundation of 
la Ferte was followed by that of Pontigny in 1114. Clairvaux, with 
Bernard as its abbot, and Morimond, both in the diocese of Langres, 
were colonised on 25 June 1115. To the abbots of these four houses 
special pre-eminence was given in the councils of the order; from them 
and from Citeaux proceeded those generations of abbeys which in quick 
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succession rose all over Europe. At the date of the confirmation of the 
Charter of Charity, the order possessed twelve monasteries, of which seven 
were daughters of Citeaux, two of Pontigny, and two of Clairvaux. As 
yet, it had not extended far beyond the bounds of Burgundy and Cham- 
pagne ; but its circle of influence was beginning to widen, and one house, 
Cadouin in the distant diocese of Sarlat, which owed its foundation to 
Robert of Arbrissel, had been affiliated to Pontigny. 

The Charter of Charity was drawn up to ensure mutual peace and 
love between the houses of the order. As a constitutional document, its 
essential point is the position of Citeaux as the head of the family. The 
autocracy of Cluny was not copied. Reverence and obedience were due 
to Citeaux as a parent; but a certain degree of autonomy was necessary 
for each house. The order was not composed of an abbot and a crowd 
of completely dependent priors. Each monastery was ruled by its own 
abbot, whose responsibility to his superior was purely spiritual. The 
Abbot of Citeaux had the cure of souls of the order; but he might levy 
no temporal exactions upon his spiritual children. In the primitive inter- 
pretation of the Rule, in divine service, and in customs, uniformity on 
the pattern of Citeaux was to be kept ; a monk of one house would find 
nothing strange or unfamiliar in another. In all houses of the order, the 
abbots gave place to the Abbot of Citeaux, if he happened to visit them. 

On the other hand, the visitatorial power of the Abbot of Citeaux 
was limited. If he practically took charge of a daughter-monastery during 
his visitation, he might alter nothing without the consent of its abbot 
and the convent, and the advice of the abbot was necessary to his cor- 
rection of faults. He might not receive guests in the guest-house, unless 
the abbot was away. Further, the visitation of each monastery, once a 
year, belonged to the abbot of the house which was its immediate parent. 
Thus, among the twelve abbeys existing at the end of 1119, Pontigny 
and Clairvaux were subject to visitation from Citeaux, but the Abbot of 
Pontigny was the visitor of Bouras and Cadouin, and the Abbot of Clair- 
vaux of Trois-Fontaines and Fontenay; and, within a short time, the 
abbots of these daughters of Pontigny and Clairvaux were exercising the 
same right over daughters of their own. The order spread in this way 
by a closely connected system of affiliated houses, each descending in a 
regular line of pedigree from Citeaux, the mother of all. At Citeaux the 
yearly chapter-general of the order was held, with the abbot as president ; 
at such assemblies and elsewhere where they met, the precedence of abbots 
was determined by priority of foundation. Measures, however, were taken 
for holding the power of the Abbot of Citeaux in check. He himself was 
subject to visitation by the four prime abbots of the order ; if he was 
unsatisfactory, they were charged with special powers of correction, short 
of deposition or excommunication, which were reserved to the decision of 
the chapter-general. Similarly, the settlement of controversies between 
abbeys belonged to the Abbot of Citeaux, but not without the choice of 
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such assessors as he might think fit. The removal of other abbots was 
delegated to the abbot of the parent house with others to help him; 
while a similar committee presided over the elections of abbots and guided 
the decision of the convents concerned. To sum up, each house of the 
order had its place in an hierarchy at the apex of which was Citeaux ; 
each was under some degree of supervision exercised by the abbot from 
whose monastery it took birth. The primacy of the whole order was 
secured for Citeaux, which had the immeasurable advantage of being the 
regular seat of the chapters-general ; but the monarchy of the Abbot of 
Citeaux was limited by necessary safeguards, and his autocracy was im- 
possible without complete subversion of the constitution. 

To Stephen Harding, who thus gave the Order its constitution, are 
ascribed also the earliest of its institutes. In enforcing uniformity of 
custom, he aimed at the removal of all superfluous splendour of furniture 
and ritual. Gold and silver ornaments were forbidden ; only the vessels 
of the altar were to be of silver or silver gilt. Crosses were to be of 
painted wood, candlesticks of iron, censers of copper or iron. The vest- 
ments were of the most simple kind and material ; copes, dalmatics, and 
tunicles were banished, and the altar coverings were of plain linen without 
embroidery. The series of Cistercian statutes of which the text has been 
preserved to us represents a growth of many years and successive codifi- 
cations from the time of Raynard, who succeeded Stephen in 1134 The 
body of Cistercian statutes, approved and added to by successive chapters- 
general, formed no Rule ; one essential precept of the order was the 
uniform interpretation of and loyalty to the Rule of St Benedict. The 
systematic arrangement of the statutes under inclusive headings was 
begun in 1203, and the Institut tones ^ revised in 1240 and again in 1256, 
give a more detailed and comprehensive view of Cistercian customs than 
the earliest series. Even at the later date, the puritanism of the order 
and its avoidance of all ostentation were strongly maintained. The choice 
of remote sites for abbeys, the abstinence from superfluous and curious 
ornament, were still insisted on. Stained-glass windows and stone bell- 
towers were forbidden as non-essentials; wooden bell-towers must not be 
of immoderate height. It is possible to trace some modifications in the 
later statutes ; the prohibition of gold and silver crosses was confined to 
crosses of large size, and the limitation of the use of meat to the infirmary 
buildings was not accompanied by its specific limitation to infirm persons. 
In the dignified simplicity of the services, for which elaborate regulations 
existed in the early Liber Usuim^ there was no important change. In 
theory, at any rate, the Cistercian of the thirteenth century still adhered 
to the example bequeathed to him by Stephen Harding and Bernard. 

The reguiati ons for the foundation of new abbeys impli citly prevented 
the growth of subordinate priories. When a new house was founded to 
the honour of St Mary, to whom, in memory of the beginnings of the 
order in St Mary s at Molesme, all its monasteries were dedicated, the 
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head of the thirteen monks sent out to colonise it was the abbot. Each 
monastery had its granges, divided from one another by specified mini- 
mum distances ; but every care was taken that the grange should not 
become the permanent abode of a small body of religious. No monk save 
the cellarer, the temporal officer of the abbey, might have charge of it. 
If monks went, as in harvest-time, to work at the granges, they might 
pass the night there only in cases of absolute necessity. No churchyards 
were to be made or burials take place at granges. Such places, in fact, 
were intended for the support, not for the residence of the community ; 
and their care was entrusted to the conversi or lay-brothers. 

The conversus or laicus barbatus was by no means a peculiarly Cistercian 
institution ; but it was in this order that his position was most clearly 
defined. In a self-supporting community, far from populous places, it 
was necessary to have workmen on the spot. Although the Rule prescribed 
manual labour to its followers, the prime duty of a monk was prayer and 
his proper place was the cloister, not the field or workshop. Thus, when 
Alberic undertook the rule of Citeaux, he and his monks decided to 
receive conversi , whom they would treat as themselves in life and death, 
save that they were not to be admitted as monks. The hire of workmen, 
however, was also contemplated; and hired artificers and labourers are 
mentioned in the early statutes. We have no means of estimating how 
many conversi Citeaux supported at first, or how many were sent out to 
laFerte in 1113. It is certainly probable that this consecration of labour 
received some stimulus from non-Cistercian sources. The community of 
Thiron, established in the diocese of Chartres about 1114, consisted 
largely of men who were encouraged by Bernard of Abbeville to exercise 
in their monastery the trades to which they had been trained ; and the 
enlistment of these tirones in the service of God appears to have given 
Thiron its name. But there can be no doubt that, with the rapid develop- 
ment of Cistercianism after the foundation of Clairvaux and Morimond 
in 1115, conversi entered the order in large numbers. They were admitted 
purely as labourers ; they took the vows, but were prohibited from learning 
to read or write. They were lodged in the cellarer’s building on the west 
side of the cloister, which frequently, as at Fountains, Ourscamp, and 
Vauclair, testifies to the very ample accommodation which their numbers 
required. Their simple offices, consisting of repetitions of prescribed 
prayers, were said in the nave of the church, before they went out, early 
in the morning, to the workshops and granges. At the granges, they had 
intervals at the canonical hours for devotions, led by their appointed 
overseers. Their chapter-meeting was held every Sunday by the abbot or 
his deputy. From the early Usus Conversorum , which prescribes their 
manner of life, it is clear that they were intended mainly for field-work, 
and that batches of them resided temporarily on the granges ; while the 
directions for their habit had field-work mainly in view. There can be 
little doubt, however, that they made themselves useful in the various 
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offices and workshops which, as at Clairvaux, filled the outer court of the 
monastery ; and, if Cistercian architecture, the natural consequence and 
appropriate expression of the devotion of the order to ideals which excluded 
all flattery of the senses, cannot be proved to owe anything to the brain 
of the conversus , it was certainly aided by his hands. 

One principle, laid down in the preamble to the Charter of Charity, 
was the necessity of episcopal consent to the establishment of a Cistercian 
house in any diocese. In this, no doubt, the collisions between the exempt 
Cluniacs and the ordinary authority were remembered. The order, how- 
ever, was exempted in process of time from diocesan authority ; and the 
later statutes uphold its freedom from episcopal visitation. Relations 
between bishops and Cistercian monasteries were generally friendly : the 
Cistercian abbot received benediction from the local diocesan or his suf- 
fragan, and bishops on their primary visitation tours claimed the right 
of a night’s hospitality as guests in the houses where they could not sit 
as judges. The secluded sites of Cistercian abbeys brought them seldom, 
in the ordinary course of things, into conflict with parochial authorities. 
Their own churches were entirely reserved for the purposes of their com- 
munities; the parish altars, found in many Benedictine and Augustinian 
churches, had no place in their naves. The examples of St Benedict gave 
no precedent for the possession of appropriated parish churches or tithes, 
and the founders of the order rejected such gifts. Although their suc- 
cessors abandoned this principle, the appropriation of churches and tithes 
was less eagerly sought by the Cistercian order than by others ; and, at 
the suppression, Fountains, the best endowed of English Cistercian houses, 
derived a mere fraction of its income from this source. 

The call of the Cistercian order to men to save their souls by retire- 
ment from the world to a life of voluntary abstinence and prayer in 
uninhabited valleys had an extraordinary power. Citeaux, by virtue of 
its compact organisation, and with the aid of the missionary zeal and 
ubiquitous energy of St Bernard, outstripped all other congregations in 
the rapidity of its growth. In 1180 it set foot in Italy, at Tiglieto in 
Liguria, founded from la Ferte; while Morimond made its first step 
eastwards to Bellevaux in Franche-Comte. In 1183 and 1187 Morimond 
established two important colonising centres in Germany, Camp in the 
diocese of Cologne and Ebrach in Franconia ; from Camp the movement 
spread into the central and north-western districts of Germany, while the 
first daughter of Ebrach was Reun in Styria. Meanwhile, in 1188, through 
I’Aumone in the diocese of Chartres, a daughter of Citeaux, the Cistercians 
reached England at Waverley in Hampshire ; and the same house in 1131 
sent another colony to Tintern, quickly followed in 1138 by Rievaulx, of 
the family of Clairvaux. In the previous year Clairvaux had established 
houses in Franche-Comte and the dioceses of Geneva and Mayence. In 
1138 she founded Moreruela in the kingdom of Leon, the earliest monas- 
tery of the order in Spain. Rievaulx in 1136 became the mother of the 
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first Scottish house at Melrose. Clairvaux reached Flanders at les Dunes 
and Portugal at Alofoes in 1138, and founded Whitland in South Wales 
in 1140. In 1142 Irish Cistercianism began at Mellifont, which, through 
the friendship of Malachy O’Morgair for Bernard, joined the family of 
Clairvaux; and in 1143 the same family was increased by two Swedish 
houses, at Alvastra and Nydala. In 1144 Denmark was entered by Citeaux 
at Herrevad; and in 1146 and 1147 two English monasteries of the line 
of Clairvaux, Fountains and its daughter Kirkstead, colonised Lysa and 
Hovedo in Norway. Hungary, Poland, and Bohemia received their earliest 
colonists from monasteries of the line of Morimond in 1142 and 1143; 
and in 1150 Clairvaux founded a house at Cabuabbas in Sardinia. 

Many other monasteries were founded during this period ; and, apart 
from the great activity of Clairvaux and Morimond, the younger houses, 
especially in England, were very prolific. Waveiiey and Rievaulx produced 
large families ; and Fountains, which, after its secession from St Mary’s 
at York in 1132, joined the order in 1135, owned no less than eight 
daughters at the beginning of 1151. In Ireland also Mellifont owned 
five daughter-houses within eight years of its foundation. Progress in 
the German and Austrian provinces, through Morimond and its offshoots, 
was remarkable. Throughout the Spanish peninsula the line of Clairvaux 
spread, monopolising Portugal, Gallicia, and Leon; while the Gascon 
foundations of Morimond colonised Navarre and Castile, and shared 
Aragon and Catalonia with the children of Clairvaux, who eventually 
reached Valencia and Majorca, as the Christian arms advanced against 
the Moors. In Italy progress was slower ; but all the chief houses estab- 
lished their lines in various parts of the country, and that of Clairvaux 
grew with fair rapidity. St Bernard himself was present at the foundation 
of Chiaravalle in Lombardy in 1136, and the first abbot of the monastery 
of SS. Vincenzo ed Anastasio at Rome, Bernard of Pisa, was raised to 
the Papacy in 1145 as Eugenius III. From 1145 to 1153 the Church 
was virtually ruled from Clairvaux ; and with the deaths of St Bernard 
and Eugenius in 1153, the great age of Cistercian activity ended. 

At the end of 1151 the order numbered 330 monasteries; and the 
general chapter of 1152 passed a decree that no more were to be founded. 
Nevertheless, at St Bernard’s death on 20 August 1153, the number had 
risen to 343. Three more were founded within the next month ; and the 
increase, though at a less phenomenal rate, was so steady that, by the 
end of the thirteenth century, this total of 346 was more than doubled. 
With the exception of Citeaux itself, these houses had come into being 
in little more than forty years. It should be remembered, however, that 
the process of colonisation was aided by the accession of houses like 
Fountains, which had begun life by initiating reform on their own lines. 
The monastery of Savigny, soon after the time of its foundation about 
1112, had become the head of a reformed congregation, much on the 
lines of Citeaux. In 1147 Savigny, with twenty-seven daughter-houses in 
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France and the British Isles, was united bodily to the Cistercian order and 
affiliated to Clairvaux, In the same year the small congregation of Gbasine 
in the Limousin was united to Citeaux ; and later, in 116£, the monastery 
of Dalon in the same district, with six daughters, joined the line of 
Pontigny. The wisdom of Cistercian polity was shewn in these cases by 
the fact that the abbots of the chief monasteries of these affiliated con- 
gregations remained the visitors of their daughter-houses, and some 
indulgence was allowed to existing practices not in harmony with Cis- 
tercian customs. Although, in the bull of Eugenius III which united the 
Savigniac houses to the order of Citeaux, they are identified with those 
of the obedience of Thiron, Thiron and its daughters, among which were 
Kelso and Arbroath in Scotland, remained apart, and eventually were 
referred to habitually as Benedictine, differing only from Benedictine 
monks in their grey habit. Similarly, the congregation of Val-des-Choux 
in Burgundy, founded in 1193, had much in common with the Cistercians 
and wore a white habit ; but their customs were largely derived by their 
founder, a conversus of the Charterhouse of Louvigny, from Carthusian 
sources, and their priories were subordinated to the parent house on the 
Cluniac model. Of some thirty priories, three were in Scotland ; and the 
beautiful remains of Pluscarden in the diocese of Moray shew considerable 
influence, both in plan and architecture, from Cistercian houses. 

The immediate influence of Citeaux affected the movement which took 
place during the first half of the twelfth century among regular canons. 
The attempt to enforce a rule of life upon clerks, of which we have seen 
the beginning, was hampered by the secular preferences both of themselves 
and of the monks who sought to emulate their comparative freedom from 
restraint. In 1059 Nicholas II, at the instigation of Peter Damian, held 
a council at which the duty of the common life and the renunciation of 
private property were made obligatory upon corporations of canons ; and 
in 1063 these principles were reasserted by Alexander II, who introduced 
canons of the reformed congregation of San Frediano at Lucca into his 
metropolitan church of St John Lateran. We have signs of the influence 
of these reforms in England, in indications of provisions for the common 
life at Beverley and Southwell in the time of the Confessor, and in the 
establishment of the Lotharingian system of communal chapters at Exeter 
and Wells. Mentions of the Rule of St Augustine begin to appear soon 
after the council of 1063. This Rule, founded upon the famous letter of 
St Augustine to a congregation of religious women, was supposed to 
embody the principles upon which he had constituted the common life of 
his clerks at Hippo. The English churches which have been mentioned 
never received it ; and the normal cathedral and collegiate chapters of 
canons, both here and abroad, consisted of secular clerks, holding separate 
prebends of varying value, possessing their own houses, and, if they chose 
to reside in person, receiving additional allowances from the common 
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fund. But the Augustinian reform had its result, early in the twelfth 
century, in the frequent substitution of regular for secular canons in 
churches where the canonical life had fallen into decay, and in the founda- 
tion of communities of clerks on what was really a monastic basis, although 
the Rule which they followed was lighter and admitted of a more liberal 
interpretation than that of St Benedict. The Rule was enforced upon 
all canons regular by Innocent II in 1139; but, before this date, houses 
had come into existence in large numbers in England and France. In 
France Ivo, Bishop of Chartres, who had received a monastic training at 
Bee under Lanfranc, promoted the formation of such bodies. In England 
canons regular of St Augustine seem to have appeared first in 1106 at 
St Botolph’s, Colchester ; the order spread within the next few years, and 
in 1133 the priory church of Carlisle was converted into the cathedral 
church of a new diocese. 

Augustinian, like Benedictine, houses were autonomous communities 
following their own local customs. As among Benedictines, so here, certain 
centres of activity, such as the famous house of Saint- Victor at Paris, 
Saint-Ruf at Avignon, and the Holy Cross at Coimbra, which adopted 
the customs of Saint-Ruf, formed local congregations with common 
observances, and occasionally, as in the congregations of Saint-Victor 
and Arrouaise, with distinctive habits. Some communities from the first 
appear to have sought a quasi-monastic seclusion ; but one powerful 
reason for the establishment of communities of clerks had been the forma- 
tion of centres from which neighbouring parish churches could be served. 
There is abundant evidence in Domesday Book of the presence in England 
of small u minsters ” of secular clerks on these lines. Some of these dis- 
appeared, some were continued as secular colleges, and some in process of 
time adopted the Augustinian Rule; the continuance of the system in 
Augustinian houses is indicated by the number of parish churches which, 
in many instances, formed a prominent factor in their early endowments. 
In later times, ecclesiastical legislation leaned to the natural view that 
the dispersion of canons in appropriated churches was incompatible with 
the maintenance of divine service in their monasteries. From the begin- 
ning of the thirteenth to the middle of the fourteenth century the practice, 
although it survived in certain privileged cases, or where custom was too 
strong to be checked by legislation, was largely discontinued and was 
discouraged by diocesan authorities. It revived in England during the 
dearth of priests caused by the great pestilence of 1349, and was very 
general during the fifteenth century; but by that time the distinction 
between canons and monks was almost obliterated, and it is probable 
that the institution of a canon to the vicarage of a church meant little 
more than that the endowment of the vicarage was ear-marked for his 
maintenance in his monastery, and that the cure of souls was served for 
a small wage by a stipendiary chaplain. The privilege, however, of serving 
parish churches, though generally withdrawn from Augustinians by Canon 
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Law, was constantly maintained by the order of Premontre, which laid 
the strictest interpretation upon the Rule. 

The founder of the Premonstratensian order, Norbert, a native of 
Xanten, underwent the experience, so usual at that epoch, of sudden 
conversion from a worldly life to evangelical penitence. As a secular canon 
at Xanten, and afterwards as an inmate of regular houses, his austerities 
and exhortations made him unpopular. Surrendering his benefices and 
despoiling himself of worldly goods, he journeyed to Saint-Gilles in 
Languedoc, and there obtained from Gelasius II a general licence to 
preach repentance. Travelling northward again with a few disciples, he 
found a friend in Bartholomew, Bishop of Laon, who offered him the 
church of Saint-Martin in his episcopal city. The canons of Saint-Martin, 
however, refused to conform to his strict way of life ; and Bartholomew, 
unwilling to lose his services, gave him his choice of a site in the diocese 
on which he might found a new church. The place was found in 1120 
at Premontre, over which the Cistercian owners relinquished their claims. 
Here he and his followers determined to adopt the Rule of St Augustine, 
with a severity of observance strongly coloured by customs derived from 
Citeaux. The constitution of the new order was on the model of the 
Charter of Charity, with its system of a limited monarchy, affiliated 
houses, and ehapters-general at the parent monastery. In the white habit, 
in simplicity of dress, ritual, and architecture, in abstinence from flesh- 
meat and in long fasts, it followed the Cistercian example. Norbert and 
Bernard of Clairvaux, though not without differences of opinion, were 
closely united in friendship ; and, if Bernard rejected Norbert’s views on 
the reign of Anti-Christ as a present fact, they found common ground 
in their opposition to the more obvious danger represented by Abailard. 

Some twenty years after the order of Premontre had come into being, 
Laurence of Liege likened the two orders to the cherubim, spreading out 
their wings in the midst of the tabernacle on either side of the mercy-seat, 
and to the two witnesses of the Apocalypse, sent by God at the end of 
the world, and clothed in the sackcloth of penitence. The repression of 
the heresy of Tanchelin at Antwerp by Norbert brought the order into 
the Low Countries ; and his promotion to the archbishopric of Magde- 
burg in 1126 ensured its success in Germany. In 1127, when Honorius II 
confirmed the order in its possessions, it had nine abbeys, Premontre, 
Saint-Martin at Laon, Saint-Michael at Antwerp, two in the diocese of 
Munster, and one in each of the dioceses of Soissons, Liege, Mayence, and 
Metz. By 1144, ten years after Norbert’s death, the nine had grown to 
seventy. Some nine years later, the order was to be found in almost every 
country in Europe and had reached Palestine. The eventual number of 
its houses is somewhat variously stated, and some estimates appear to be 
extravagant. The first English monastery, Newhouse in Lincolnshire, 
was colonised from Licques in the Boulonais in 1143; and eventually the 
order could count some thirty houses in England and Wales. The estab- 
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lishment of dependent priories, a natural consequence of the connexion 
of the canons with parish churches, marks a point of divergence from 
Cistercian custom. There were also several cathedral churches with 
Premonstratensian chapters, of which we have one British example at 
Whithorn in Galloway. 

In another respect also this order, in its early days, presented a 
contrast to Citeaux. The Fontevraldine experiment of monasteries 
combining monks with nuns was never contemplated by the Cistercians. 
Women, indeed, soon embraced the Cistercian interpretation of the Rule 
of St Benedict; and Stephen Harding founded the first Cistercian nunnery 
in 1120, at Tart in the diocese of Langres. Such nunneries took their 
place in the line of affiliation; but abbesses were not admitted to chapters- 
general, and, in time, the nunneries of certain countries held their own 
general chapters. In England no affiliation between Cistercian nunneries 
can be traced : these small and poor houses, like Benedictine nunneries, 
sprang up independently; their connexion with the order was simply 
their adoption of Cistercian customs ; and, like Benedictine nunneries 
again, their visitors were the diocesan bishops. Where the original link 
to the main order was closer, the alliance tended to become little more 
than nominal ; and the difficulty of supervision is illustrated by the fact 
that it was possible in 1210 for the Infanta Constance to usurp the 
functions of an abbot in the nunnery of las Huelgas at Burgos, founded 
by her father Alfonso VIII, blessing and instructing novices and hearing 
confessions. It was perhaps to meet the problems of the effective super- 
vision of nunneries and the proper provision for them of priestly ministra- 
tions that the order of Premontre, at its beginning, admitted women to 
its houses. It may be noticed, however, that the statute of the general 
chapter of 1138, which forbade the admission of women, appears to deal 
primarily with lay-sisters or conversae, and refers to separate nunneries 
of “singing sisters.” Be this as it may, the custom of receiving women 
did not last long. Of the very few Premonstratensian nunneries in 
England, Irford in Lincolnshire appears to have been always regarded 
as a dependent cell of the abbey of Newhouse; and similarly the obscure 
nunnery at Guyzance in Northumberland was under the charge of the 
canons of Alnwick. The nuns of Swine in Yorkshire, regarded as a 
Cistercian house, were served by Premonstratensian canons during a con- 
siderable period. 

The double system was also attempted by Augustinian canons. It is 
found for a short time in one small Yorkshire house, Marten in the forest 
of Galtres ; but here the nuns, who followed Cistercian customs, were 
transferred to Moxby, not far away. Again, it played a part in the early 
constitution of the congregation of Arrouaise, which had some houses in 
England, and preserved a separate, though somewhat nominal, existence 
until the later part of the fifteenth century. In this instance, as in that 
of Premontre, the system was not long-lived. Its success, however, was 
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achieved in England, though upon a small scale, by the order of 
Sempringham, which was founded for nuns in 1131 by Gilbert, rector of 
Sempringham in Lincolnshire. He endeavoured without success in 1147 
to induce the chapter-general of Citeaux to receive his nuns into its order. 
St Bernard and Eugenius III, however, interested themselves in his 
venture; and it was with the aid of St Bernard that the Gilbertine 
statutes were compiled. Canons, following the Rule of St Augustine, and 
conversi, dwelling in a separate cloister, formed after this date an integral 
portion of each convent. Before Gilbert’s death in 1188, thirteen houses 
had been founded, all in the dioceses of Lincoln and York. Subsequently, 
the number grew to twenty-six ; but, although the double constitution 
of most of the earlier houses continued until the suppression, all but two 
of those established after 1188 were for canons only. The prior of the 
canons in each house, where they were limited to a maximum of thirteen, 
was the head of the monastery, in direct contrast to the Fontevraldine 
arrangement. The order was exempt from episcopal visitation and held 
its chapter-general yearly at Sempringham ; but the office of master or 
general was not attached to the headship of one particular monastery, 
and might fall by election on any prior or canon who was placed on the 
list of suitable candidates. Outside England, the order possessed no house, 
with the exception of one short-lived establishment in Scotland ; and its 
English houses were few outside Lincolnshire and Yorkshire. Cistercian 
nunneries to which conversi were attached were numerous in the same 
districts; and there are indications that for some of these, like Swine, 
already mentioned, a constitution resembling that of Sempringham may 
have been intended. In some, a monk or canon was frequently put in 
charge of affairs, with the title of master or warden. 

At the Council of Troyes in 1128, St Bernard provided the initial 
suggestions for the Rule adopted by the Knights Templars, a community 
established at Jerusalem ten years earlier for the defence of pilgrims. 
The older military order, the Knights of the Hospital of St John of 
Jerusalem, had some years earlier adopted a Rule modelled on that of 
St Augustine, which in 1114 had been introduced into the chapter of the 
church of the Holy Sepulchre. Military orders, while adopting the three 
substantial vows, were riot strictly monastic ; the business of the knights 
was warfare against infidels and heathen, and the preceptories or com- 
raanderies in which they were dispersed in Europe and the East were 
either castles or small manor-houses with little likeness to monasteries. 
In 1147 the castle of Calatrava in Castile, captured from the Moors, was 
given to the Templars. They were unable to hold it, and for some years 
it was defended by Cistercians, chiefly conversi , from the Abbey of Fitero 
in Navarre. This was the origin of the Knights of Calatrava, whose order 
was approved by Alexander III in 1164, and in 1187 was submitted to 
the visitation of the Abbot of Morimond. From Calatrava arose the 
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Knights of Alcantara, formed by the reconstitution on Cistercian lines of 
an order founded earlier at Pereyro in the diocese of Ciudad Rodrigo. 
The Portuguese order, known from 1181 as the Knights of Avis, was 
under the visitation of the Cistercian Abbot of Tarouca ; in 1213 it was 
subordinated to Calatrava, but re-established its independence after the 
victory of Aljubarrota in 1385. Two other Portuguese orders, those of 
the Wing of St Michael and of Christ, the latter founded in 1317, were 
under the jurisdiction of the Abbot of Alcobai^a ; while the Valencian 
Knights of Montesa in 1316 received their constitution from Calatrava 
and were submitted to Cistercian abbots. On the other hand, the Knights 
of Santiago, founded in 1171, adopted the Rule of St Augustine, which 
was also the model for the northern order of the Teutonic ICnights and 
the order, which they absorbed, of the Knights of the Sword in Livonia. 
Various congregations of hospitallers, which afforded lodging to pilgrims 
on European roads, and in some cases had originally a semi-military 
character, such as the canons of Saint- Antoine in the diocese of Vienne 
and of Altopascio near Lucca, and the canons and knights of the united 
hospitals of the Holy Spirit at Montpellier and Santo Spirito in Sassia 
at Rome, followed the Augustinian Rule. 

It may be noted here that the same Rule, applicable to many diverse 
communities, was employed by St Dominic in the constitution of the order 
of Friars Preachers, and was followed by the order of Hermits known 
popularly as Austin friars. Some orders also, which are occasionally 
reckoned among friars, were in practice hardly to be differentiated from 
Austin canons. Such was the Trinitarian order for the redemption of 
captives, founded at the close of the twelfth century by St John of Matha 
and St Felix of Valois ; the minister and brethren of their chief English 
house, St Robert’s at Knaresborough, were regarded as Austin canons, 
and were allowed to hold and serve parish churches. Likewise, the Bons- 
hommes of Ashridge and Edington, of whose ultimate origin nothing is 
known, were not friars, as is sometimes said, but Austin canons; their 
name appears again in the fifteenth century in Portugal, with customs 
and a blue habit derived from the secular canons of San Giorgio in Alga 
at Venice, and was applied later to the Minims in France. Originally 
they were apparently a congregation which, observing the Rule of 
St Augustine, maintained a certain individuality in habit and customs. 

From the days of Benedict of Aniane to the epoch of the Cistercian 
movement, the ideal at which monastic reformers aimed was uniformity 
of practice by means of the congregational system. In France and Italy, 
at frequent intervals, the customs of individual monasteries had been 
extended to others, until groups of houses, sometimes attaining to large 
numbers, had been formed. To speak of such groups as orders is hardly 
accurate ; medieval references to the orders of Thiron or Arrouaise may 
be found, but the term can only be loosely applied to congregations whose 
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polity was incomplete and the members of which had no very binding 
connexion with the house whose customs they followed. On the other hand, 
the congregations of Cluny and Citeaux, with their definite organisation, 
became orders in the true sense of the word ; Premontre, Sempringham, 
the orders of hermits and anchorites who adopted the cenobite life in a 
modified form, were more than ordinary congregations. The history of 
the Cistercian order shews clearly how a body with a complete political 
system was capable of absorbing congregations whose constitution was 
less sharply defined. Nevertheless, these orders, governed by their own 
statutes, had no actual rule of their own. Their object was the strict 
observance of the Rule of St Benedict or of St Augustine ; and outside 
them were the numerous monasteries which followed both these Rules, 
without ties which bound them to any congregation. The abbey of 
Saint-Denis might receive the customs of Cluny for a time; its great 
abbot, Suger, might undertake its reform as the result of the objurgations 
of St Bernard ; but it remained a Benedictine house, without entering 
the Cluniac or Cistercian systems. Great English abbeys like Peterborough 
and Ramsey might enter into an alliance of mutual fraternity ; the customs 
of Westminster might be nearly identical with those of St Augustine’s 
at Canterbury; but such monasteries were autonomous bodies. It was 
also among these houses that the most influential and well-endowed 
monasteries were to be found in the later Middle Ages. If the wealth of 
Cluny was great, few of its dependencies could boast more than a modest 
income. Cistercian abbeys, to judge from the revenues of English houses 
at the suppression, were seldom well-to-do; and even Fountains or Furness 
could not compare in income with the great Benedictine houses. The 
riches of Augustinian canons, many of whose monasteries were small and 
poor, were certainly not excessive ; and their ecclesiastical and political 
importance was small in proportion to their numbers. But such com- 
munities as Cirencester and Bridlington greatly exceeded any Premon- 
stratensian house in wealth. While the papal grant of the use of the 
mitre to abbots and priors was a privilege which might be conferred 
irrespective of orders, it was to the heads of prominent autonomous houses 
that it usually fell. Again, though in the early days of the English parlia- 
ment Cistercian and Premonstratensian abbots were summoned side by 
side with Benedictines and Augustinians, the eventual body of spiritual 
peers, in addition to the bishops, consisted, with some four exceptions, 
of the chief Benedictine abbots. 

Speaking generally, Benedictine and Augustinian houses were subject 
to episcopal control. The local bishop confirmed elections of abbots and 
priors, and held periodical visitations. A few important monasteries were 
subject immediately to the Pope and had quasi-episcopal jurisdiction 
within their own liberties; in England, St Augustine’s at Canterbury, 
St Alban’s, St Edmund’s at Bury, Westminster, and Evesham, of the 
Benedictines, and of the Augustinians, Waltham and St Botolph’s at 
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Colchester, enjoyed exemption. The exercise of control, whether by papal 
legates or bishops, over monasteries in which the abbot or prior was 
supreme, was always a difficult problem. The head of the house was a 
constant factor in its administration ; the visitor was an occasional 
intruder, not always welcome, and sometimes resented by communities 
which, like St Mary’s at York and Glastonbury, attempted more than 
once to assert that they were exempt. His injunctions had statutory 
force; but bishops often found that, between visitations, their most careful 
provisions for the good order of a monastery had been treated as a dead 
letter. 

The famous injunctions addressed by Innocent III to the Abbot and 
convent of Subiaeo, and preserved in the body of the Canon Law, give a 
comprehensive view of the breaches of monastic order which visitors dis- 
covered early in the thirteenth century; and their time-honoured language 
was employed again and again, during the next three centuries, to clothe 
similar ordinances where they were necessary. To remedy such irregu- 
larities, Innocent III, at the Lateran Council of 1215, resorted to an 
application of the congregational system. Reform which could not be 
successfully effected by the ordinarius loci might be achieved by a closer 
association of monasteries. Triennial chapters for Benedictines and 
Augustinians respectively were established in every kingdom or separate 
province, at which, on the model of Cistercian chapters-general, statutes 
were to be drawn up and reforms undertaken, under the presidency of 
abbots elected by the assembly. Visitors were to be appointed by the 
chapters, not to supersede the ordinary visitor, but to ensure the super- 
vision of monasteries by a central authority of their own. 

At the same time, while the help of Cistercian abbots was recommended 
in the formation of provincial chapters, no attempt at a subversion of 
the autonomy of monasteries was contemplated. A federal bond was 
established in each province, for the sake of greater uniformity; but 
there was no permanent president or general of the federation, no affilia- 
tion to any particular house whose abbot was endowed with primacy. 
No effort was made to check local customs. The provincial chapter added 
a new feature to the recognised order of things ; the best prospect of its 
success was the hope that its meetings might do something to raise and 
maintain at a high level the standard of life prescribed by both Rules. 
It is possible to criticise the constitutions of Cluny and Citeaux as foreign 
to the principle of self-government implied in the Rule of St Benedict, 
The decree of the Lateran Council, on the other hand, contained no 
revolutionary element. 

Of the internal state of Benedictine and Augustinian houses in England 
during the thirteenth century we have abundant information in the 
episcopal registers of its second half ; while the Regestrum Visitationum 
of Eudes Rigaud, in the middle of the century, gives a detailed picture 
of the life of Norman monasteries. The evidential value of episcopal 
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injunctions has often been disputed, on the ground of the formal language 
in which they are cast, and in the absence of reports of the visitations 
after which they were issued. More material is available now than formerly 
for the critical study of their texts ; and it is impossible to avoid the 
conclusion that their language refers to faults which had actually been 
discovered in the monasteries to which they were addressed. Precautionary 
injunctions to a monastery against abuses from which it was entirely free 
exist only in imaginations which picture medieval institutions as superior 
to the ordinary rules of common sense. There is abundant proof that 
these injunctions were composed, as Rigaud wrote of the typical series 
directed' to the monks of Saint-Ouen at Rouen in December 1249, 
secundum ea que inventa fuerunt per visitacionem nostrum ibidem. 

The decrees of the Lateran Council were followed within little more 
than a quarter of a century by the statutes of Gregory IX for the reform 
of the Benedictine order. These, involving detailed regulations on points 
of discipline and prescribing fixed penalties for their breach, were certainly 
not very sedulously regarded. Rigaud, in his visitations, frequently found 
that monasteries were without copies of them ; and in 1253 the Abbot 
and convent of Jumieges, complaining to Innocent IV that they found 
the difficulties in maintaining the order of their house much increased by 
the rigid wording of the Gregorian statutes, were dispensed from observing 
their contents, so far as they were not of the substance of the Rule. 
Such a permission might lend itself to a very liberal interpretation. Any 
attempt, indeed, to curb laxness of discipline in monasteries by hard-and- 
fast legislation was impossible. The natural tendency of establishments 
of old foundation was to that type of life which the monks of Fountains 
in 1132 had found inadequate for their spiritual needs at York. It was 
only here and there that visitors discovered monasteries which were in a 
really scandalous condition. Selby, in the second half of the thirteenth 
century, under the rule of unsatisfactory abbots, was anything but a 
pattern of a respectable and God-fearing life to the neighbouring parts 
of Yorkshire. Some of the nunneries of the diocese of Rouen had suc- 
cumbed to the temptations to which undefended communities of women 
were peculiarly liable. Other instances could be cited ; but the typical 
faults of monasteries were failures to comply with the standard demanded 
by the Rule. Heads of houses, moved by family considerations or other 
inducements, admitted unsuitable persons to the novitiate and profession. 
Accounts were negligently rendered ; the common seal of the house was 
not securely kept ; slackness in the services of the church was observable; 
silence was not kept in cloister and the common buildings ; fasting and 
the prohibition of meat were constantly disregarded. The conduct of the 
scattered cells or priories attached to the greater abbeys was a difficult 
problem. These, for the most part, were small establishments without 
conventual buildings, committed to the charge of a prior and one or two 
monks, whose main duty was that of looking after the local estates of 
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their house and collecting their fruits. Such, with few exceptions, were 
the numerous priories in England possessed by French monasteries. Some- 
times, in direct contravention of the Rule, a single religious without a 
companion was in charge of a priory; and, even where the requisite pair 
of monks was in residence, fasts were not kept and flesh-meat was in 
general use. 

Monastic rules, however, are counsels of perfection ; and St Benedict 
had foreseen that his disciples would have to reckon with the constant 
recalcitrance of human nature. It was inevitable that some monasteries 
should sink into decay and abandon discipline altogether, and that small 
breaches ' of the Rule should become habitual in others. Of the crowds 
of men and women who flocked into monasteries during the periods of 
Cluniac and Cistercian reform, many were doubtless prompted by a merely 
temporary emotion to escape from the world to refuges in the quiet of 
which they hoped to save their souls, while to others the comparative 
ease of a life of prayer may have outweighed its prospective hardships. 
It was certain, at any rate, that no monastery could hope to be without 
some unfit persons, whom it would tax the energy of the abbot to control. 
Where the abbot himself was ineffective or engrossed with temporal 
affairs, the sin of acedia was sure to make headway. Grumbling and 
internal discord were a sure evidence of decline ; if, as Rigaud. found, 
the custom of making open complaints in chapter had fallen into disuse, 
private animosities flourished instead; and where, as at Bardney, in the 
last years of the thirteenth century, a convent was openly at war with a 
tactless and overbearing abbot, and the strife became matter of common 
talk, or where, as at Fountains in the same period, the house was so 
deeply in debt that the Crown found it necessary to appoint an official 
receiver, the reputation of a monastery was seriously injured. 

The growth of the mendicant orders in the thirteenth century diverted 
popular enthusiasm from the monastic orders proper. While the Cister- 
cians continued, year after yeaxy to found new monasteries, their rate of 
progress was much slower than it had been at first ; and the other orders 
were much less active. They had become part of the established condition 
of things ; and the benefactions which had placed them in possession of 
lands and churches were less numerous than formerly, and were being 
diverted into other channels. The popularity of the friars was not likely 
to leave the conduct of the older orders without criticism : it is sign i ficant 
that the two visitors of monasteries at this time from whom we have the 
most ample records, Archbishops Rigaud and Peckham, were both Fran- 
ciscans whose zeal in commenting upon monastic abuses can hardly, with 
the best intentions, have been free from the prejudices of their early 
training. 

By this time, great and far-reaching reforms like those of Cluny and 
Citeaux were no longer to be contemplated. The unsettled state of society 
which had contributed to their success was at an end ; with the growth 
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of national institutions and sentiment, the development of another world- 
wide order, breaking down the barriers of race under the protection of 
a universal Church, was as impossible as a new crusade. The old quarrel 
between the keys and the sword was to enter upon a new phase as a 
merely political contest, the points at issue in which were to be debated 
by jurists and publicists, and were not to be decided by the missionaries 
of religion. Henceforward, new orders were of a purely local character, 
and their outposts beyond the country in which they took birth were 
few. Reform, moreover, acquired a tendency to lay stress on certain 
definite points, such as strict enclosure and the change of heads of houses 
at regularly recurring intervals, which indicate a movement in a different 
direction from that of the older reforms. 

From time to time, new movements, somewhat on the lines of Camaldoli 
and Vallombrosa, achieved some success in Italy. In the early part of 
the twelfth century the hermit John of Matera founded the order of 
Pulsano in Apulia ; and his friend and companion, William of Vercelli, 
the founder of Monte Vergine, became the first general of an order which, 
with the encouragement of King Roger, was well received in Sicily. The 
monasteries founded in Calabria and the Basilicata from Flora, the 
retreat of the famous hermit Gioacchino (Joachim) before 1192, were 
affected by the influence of the Cistercian monasteries in which he had 
lived, and interpreted the Rule of St Benedict with such austerity that 
Gregory IX forbade migrations from them to Cistercian houses, as in- 
fringing the prohibition to monks to pass from one order to another of 
less strict observance. The Rule of St Benedict was also adopted in 1231 
at Monte Fano by Silvestro Gozzolini, the founder of the Silvestrines or 
Blue Benedictines. Rather more than twenty years later, another order of 
Benedictinised hermits gathered together under Peter of Morrone. After 
his election to the Papacy in 1294, his monks took the name of Celestines. 
During his short and inglorious tenure of his office as Pope, he introduced 
Celestines into Monte Cassino, from which they were quickly removed by 
Boniface VIII. The order, however, survived its founder and established 
houses in France and Germany. All these orders were Neapolitan in 
origin; but in 1313 another was born further north, at Acona in the 
diocese of Arezzo, to which Bernardo Tolomei and two Sienese noblemen 
retired. This was the beginning of the strict order of Monte Oliveto, the 
name given to Acona from the olive-groves which recalled the memory 
of our Lord’s agony in Gethsemane. It had a considerable vogue in Italy, 
and was permitted to receive members from other orders, the Carthusian 
excepted. 

A comprehensive attempt at monastic reform was made by the Cis- 
tercian Benedict XII, formerly Abbot of Fontfroide in the diocese of 
Narbomie. His constitutions for the Cistercian order, Fidgens sicut stella, 
issued in July 1335, are chiefly remarkable for their regulations against 
the indiscriminate use of flesh-meat, which had been introduced into certain 
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monasteries, on the plea of custom, upon certain days in the week. It 
was now banished from the refectory, but permitted, with no very stringent 
restrictions, in the common hall of the infirmary and at the abbot’s table 
in his lodging ; while all flesh-meat was to be cooked in the special kitchen 
attached to the infirmary. Benedict also attempted to check the con- 
struction of private rooms or cells, which led to irregularities. A separate 
lodging for the abbot had become, in all orders, a permissible transgression 
of the Rule, due to the necessities of his office; and separate chambers in 
the infirmary were a convenience that could not easily be disallowed. 
The division of the dormitory into cubicles was absolutely prohibited ; 
but the prohibition, if observed for a time, was soon disregarded. Clauses 
against private allowances to monks and the distribution of dividends 
between the abbot and convent were directed against the growth of pro- 
priety ; and safeguards were enforced for the financial administration of 
monasteries. 

The constitutions for Black monks (Benedictines and Cluniacs), issued 
in 1336, and for Austin canons, in 1339, re-enacted the order for triennial 
chapters, establishing thirty-nine Benedictine and twenty-two Augustmian 
provinces. These constitutions formed the chief basis on which later 
visitors of monasteries framed their enquiries. With regard to such 
customs as the use of flesh-meat their provisions were cautious and lenient; 
but cells in the dormitory, except for the old and infirm, were as strictly 
forbidden as in Cistercian houses. The maintenance of the common life 
and the expulsion of customs tending to the acquisition of private property 
were insisted upon. Secular persons were, as far as possible, to be banished 
from the company of the brethren ; and monks and canons were not per- 
mitted to go outside their monasteries without reasonable cause or without 
a companion. The integrity of monastic property might not be broken 
without the deliberation and consent of the whole or a majority of the 
community; the danger of indiscriminate or improperly conducted sales 
and leases of land was, as contemporary and later documents shew, one 
that could not be too sedulously anticipated. While, especially in the 
case of canons, residence outside monasteries on benefices or in priories 
was recognised as part of the order of things, it was essential that the 
numbers of each community should be kept up to their full strength. 
For monasteries which might decay in observance or in financial resources, 
regulations were made for bringing in new blood in the first case, and for 
union with other houses in the second. 

Most important are the long and full chapters providing for the 
support of student monks and canons at universities. Each house of 
twenty members was to send one ; each of above twenty, one or more, 
according to its resources. Already the Benedictine house at Oxford, 
Gloucester Hall, had been founded for English monks ; and, after the 
publication of these constitutions, the house for Durham monks came 
into existence. At Cambridge, no special Benedictine college was founded 
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till the next century ; but monks from various East Anglian houses went 
there earlier, and Benedictines from Norwich, for example, were to be 
found at Edmund Gonville’s Hall of the Annunciation. If these provisions 
were adhered to, the ordinary monastery of any size would usually contain 
a few monks who had made a study of theology or Canon Law under 
qualified teachers ; and in later years we frequently find abbots and priors 
with university degrees, such as William Welles, Abbot of St Mary’s, 
York, who was one of the English envoys to the Council of Basle. Welles 
and two other abbots of St Mary’s with similar qualifications were 
promoted to bishoprics ; St Albans, Gloucester, and other houses also 
furnished bishops from among their abbots. On the other hand, fifteenth- 
century visitors in England found this statute often neglected ; and in 
1438 there occurs the case of a young monk of Spalding who, sent to the 
university, found his means of support withheld, and was obliged to 
maintain himself by pawning the books which he had borrowed for his 
studies from the convent library. Similarly, the constitution which 
ordained that a teacher should be provided in the monastery for novices 
and others who wished to learn was often imperfectly observed. If there 
were learned men in monasteries in the later Middle Ages, it is impossible 
to avoid the conclusion that monasteries as a whole were not homes of 
learning. The remarkable activity of monastic chroniclers ceases, with a 
few exceptions, as the fourteenth century advances ; and, if libraries were 
still enriched with manuscripts and churches with splendid office-books 
like the Westminster and Sherborne missals, there is no indication that 
the gifts of writing and illuminating were general. The detailed reports 
of visitations of monasteries by Bishop Alnwick of Lincoln (1436-1449) 
leave the impression that learning in religious houses was somewhat de- 
ficient. In only three houses was a monk or canon invited to deliver the 
visitation sermon ; and it is significant that when some monks at Barduey 
wished to draw up a charter, for which they had fraudulently procured 
the common seal, none of them knew how to do it, and the blank parch- 
ment had to be sent to a notary in Lincoln. Neither the Benedictine 
constitutions nor visitation documents contain information which warrants 
the supposition, often stated as a fact, that monasteries undertook the 
education of the children of the neighbourhood. Both are explicit upon the 
undesirability of admitting secular persons into a monastery ; episcopal 
visitors sedulously strove to limit the admission of children as boarders 
in nunneries, which was a source of pecuniary profit to the house, as such 
children generally came from well-to-do families, and afforded more dis- 
traction to the nuns than benefit to their young lodgers. So far as the 
maintenance and education of poor children in the almonries of monasteries 
was concerned, the custom was gradually failing into disuse in the fifteenth 
century. Alnwick found, in more than one instance, that their numbers 
were smaller than those which monasteries could afford to support ; and 
the few maintained at Leicester simply acted as errand-boys for the canons. 
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Visitation reports and injunctions also disclose that the Benedictine 
constitutions were constantly transgressed by convents in need of ready 
money. The bad habit of granting corrodies or allowances in money and 
victuals to secular persons was forced upon monasteries by patrons who 
wished to provide for clerks or old servants at a minimum of expense to 
themselves. But corrodies could also be sold to applicants, and thus a 
convent was often burdened with a number of lodgers and pensioners 
who had paid a lump sum for their privileges and became the actual 
pro liters by the speculation. Property suffered by sales and disadvan- 
tageous leases; timber was cut down and sold before it was ready for 
felling. In these circumstances, monastic finance became a difficult 
problem ; the status domus often shewed a deficit, and efforts to cut down 
expenses, where habits of life had become fixed, were unavailing. The 
evidence shews that the management of finance constantly fell into the 
hands of a few, who did much as they chose; a masterful abbot or prior 
could obtain possession of the purse of the convent, or a weak one could 
leave it to the control of obedientiaries who squandered money and 
rendered few or no accounts. Petitions for the appropriation of churches 
contain statements of poverty brought about by the decay of property, 
rises in prices, heavy taxation, and the exercise of the duty of hospitality 
to all and sundry, a duty which was profitable where a monastery was 
a centre of pilgrimage, but irksome where it merely was a resort of casual 
travellers. But there is no doubt that poverty was the result of careless 
finance, and, as was natural, brought general negligence and other evils 
in its train. Even in well- managed and prosperous monasteries, the state 
of things offered a strange contrast to the requirements of the Rule. The 
appropriation of a considerable part of the common fund to the abbot, 
who kept a large household of knights, squires, and grooms, and had his 
own staff of obedientiaries chosen from the monks, his frequent journeys 
to London and his manor-houses, were incentives to his monks to live 
luxuriously, to acquire private property, and to stray outside their house 
at pleasure. Too much stress may be laid upon the faults of individuals; 
for a visitor’s business was to lay stress on such faults, and he did not 
waste time in praising cloistered virtue. It was rarely in England that 
a great monastery was found in such a lamentable state of disorder as 
existed at Ramsey in 1437, though serious irregularities in smaller houses 
were not uncommon. It may certainly, however, be said that the patriarchs 
of western monachism, if they could have visited such eminent houses as 
Westminster, Durham, or Glastonbury in the fourteenth or fifteenth 
centuries, would hardly have concluded that they were fulfilling their 
vocation. 

In England, however, from which these general considerations are 
drawn, conditions were comparatively favourable. If the Benedictine 
constitutions were not carefully observed, triennial chapters of monks and 
canons were held, and there was no general call for monastic reform. The 
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pestilences of the fourteenth, century worked havoc in many houses and 
depreciated the value of their property; at this date it seems certain 
that the great mortality among Cistercian conversi eliminated this element 
from the order, and necessitated the leasing of granges to farmers or their 
cultivation by hired labour. On the other hand, during the Hundred 
Years’ War, the wisdom of Cistercian polity was exemplified ; while 
Cluniac priories, in common with the small alien cells, were seized by the 
Crown as members of a foreign order, Cistercian abbeys, with their less 
exacting bond to Citeaux, were left untouched. The orthodox Lancastrian 
kings favoured monasteries, and, even in suppressing alien priories and 
granting them to non-monastic foundations, they were careful to dis- 
tinguish between conventual priories, which were preserved, and those 
which were merely manors belonging to foreign houses. The Wars of the 
Hoses, if they did not encourage monastic discipline, at any rate spared 
monasteries. Even in face of the serious charges laid to the account of 
the monks of St Albans by Archbishop Morton, it cannot be said that, 
in the period immediately preceding the suppression, decline was more 
evident than it had been at a much earlier date. Abbots were still regulars ; 
the custom, so disastrous in other countries, of granting abbeys in com- 
niendam, never prevailed in England to any noticeable extent. At the 
same time, the foundation of monasteries, rare in the fourteenth century, 
ceased altogether in the fifteenth. Of the few monasteries founded after 
the beginning of the reign of Edward III, the most important were the 
seven Charterhouses added to the two previously existing. William de 
la Pole hesitated over the form of his proposed foundation at Hull, 
which his son Michael gave to the Carthusians. It was in the prayers of 
this strictest of orders, living apart from the world in silence and poverty, 
that the courtiers of the last Plantagenet kings saw the best assurance 
of salvation. The last monasteries of any importance to be founded in 
England were Henry V’s Charterhouse of Shene and the double house of 
nuns and canons of the Brigitine order at Syon. 

In France, the disasters of the Hundred Years’ War, with the prevalence 
of anarchy, not only destroyed monastic discipline, but left monasteries 
incapable of recovery. Similarly, in Italy and Germany, disturbed by 
party factions and intestine warfare, and shaken by the strife of Pope and 
Emperor and by the great schism in the Church, monastic life was at a 
low ebb, the Benedictine constitutions were a dead letter, and monasteries 
ruled by commendatory abbots were virtually secularised. Enthusiasts, 
however, were not wanting in Italy who sought to establish congregations 
on lines of strict observance of the Benedictine Rule. Carthusians and 
Olivetans still set an example of discipline ; and Cistercians seem for a 
time to have remained superior to the general apathy. The small order 
of Corpus Christi, founded at Gualdo in Umbria in 1818, established the 
abbey of Santa Maria dei Campi near Foligno in 1873, to which its 
priories were subordinated. Approved by Gregory XI and by Boniface IX 



Development of the congregational system 693 

it was affiliated to the Cistercians in 1393. Twenty years later it was 
freed from this nominal dependence, and, preserving Cistercian customs, 
remained independent until, late in the sixteenth century, it was merged 
in the order of Monte Oliveto. 

The ruin and revival of the older monasteries is well illustrated by 
the history of the abbey of Santa Giustina at Padua, which in 1407 
contained only three religious. Gregory XII gave it in commendam to 
the Cardinal of Bologna, who attempted to restore it with the aid of 
Olivetans, The old monks, however, were brought back by the influence 
of the Venetian republic; and in 1408 Lodovico Barbo, Prior of the canons 
of San Giorgio in Alga, was appointed Abbot, became a Benedictine, 
and reinforced the house With two of his canons and two Camaldolese 
from Murano. From this germ began the reformed congregation of Santa 
Giustina, which, coming into life in 1421, held its first chapter-general 
in 1424, and gradually included the older Benedictine monasteries of Italy 
within its limits. This congregation, which, after the union of Monte 
Cassino with it in 1504, adopted the title Cassinese, marks the beginning 
of modern m onasti cism. Its fundamental principle was essentially different 
from that of the provincial federations ordered by the Benedictine con- 
stitutions. Its chapters were not mere assemblies of a consultative body 
charged with the preservation of unity between bodies which, for all 
practical purposes, were self-ruling; they were meetings of a central 
executive which controlled the congregation as though it were a single 
monastery. So far, it resembled the Cluniac system; but that system, 
with a permanent autocrat at its head, was open to abuse, especially in 
an age when the custom of granting the dignity of abbot in commendam 
to some wealthy ecclesiastic who was not even a monk had done so much 
to disorganise regular observance. The congregation changed its president, 
abbots, and other officers at every chapter. Thus not only the individuality 
of monasteries was suppressed, hut their right of free election was taken 
away ; the supremacy of the abbot over the Benedictine house was practi- 
cally abandoned, and the abbots became merely the obedientiaries of the 
general chapter. 

While the congregational system involved this important change in 
the Benedictine system of government, it supplied an adequate method 
for dealing with the critical condition of monastic life in an age which 
called for wholesale reform. Its rise was contemporary with the conciliar 
movement ; and it was the Pope elected by the Council of Constance 
who, at the request of Albert of Austria, sent commissaries to reform the 
monasteries in his dominions. From this source came the reform of Melk 
in the diocese of Passau, which, beginning in 1418, spread to other 
Austrian houses. Neither Melk, however, nor Castel in the diocese of 
Eichstadt, which set the example of reform in Bavaria, organised con- 
gregations on the strict model ; and their position with regard to the 
monasteries which resembled that of the so-called heads 
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of- congregations at an earlier date. The reform of Bursfeld in the duchy 
of Brunswick led in 1464 to the establishment of the first regular congre- 
gation in Germany. 

One of the most remarkable reforms of this later period sprang from 
the house of canons regular at Windesheim near Zwolle in Friesland. Its 
founder, Florens Radewin, was a disciple of Gerhard Groot of Deventer ; 
he after 1374 had gathered round him a body of clerks who, without 
formal monastic organisation, were called the Brethren of the Common 
Life and are famous in the annals of Christian mysticism. After Gerhard’s 
death in 1384 his work was carried on by Radewin; and the foundation 
of Windesheim shortly afterwards fulfilled his ultimate aims. In 1396 
a congregation was formed consisting of Windesheim and three other 
houses ; and statutes were promulgated in 1402. In this union the auto- 
nomy of the constituent members was respected ; the prior-superior of 
Windesheim was merely a moderator, nor was the expedient of annual 
or triennial elections of priors adopted. The congregation, however, held 
tenaciously to uniformity of habit and customs, and was slow to admit 
monasteries which did not readily conform to its rules. It was only by 
a compromise on the question of habit that the monastery of Neuss, with 
some allied houses, was united to Windesheim in 1430. Its influence, 
however, worked wonders in the Low Countries and in Germany ; and 
one of its sons, Johann Busch, was among the most prominent reformers 
of claustral discipline in his age. Of the difficulties with which he had to 
contend and the stern determination with which he met them he has left 
us a full record. In house after house of canons and nuns, in which the 
substantial vows were neglected or wholly abandoned, he met with fear, 
suspicion, or active hostility. His efforts, however, attended with not 
a little danger, had at least a temporary success, and were undertaken 
with the concurrence of diocesan authorities who recognised the importance 
of the restoration of order in the cloister. The congregation of Windes- 
heim maintained the high spiritual ideals of its founder ; in some of its 
houses a Carthusian severity of life was pursued. Groenendael in Brabant, 
of which the famous mystic Jan Ruysbroek had been prior in the fourteenth 
century, joined its stricter observance in 1448; and the reputed author 
of the Imitatio Christi was a canon of its monastery at ICempen. 

The house of Jesus of Bethlehem at Syon, already mentioned, belonged 
to an order, established in Sweden in the middle of the fourteenth century, 
which was in part an Augustinian reform. The order of the Saviour, 
founded by the Swedish princess St Bridget, was the last attempt at a 
community of both sexes in one monastery. Side by side with a cloister 
of sixty nuns there was another, in which thirteen priest-canons, four 
deacons, and eight cowversi lived. Thus, as in previous attempts of a 
similar kind, the spiritual and temporal needs of the nuns were supplied 
by a male convent ; the abbess, as at Fontevrault, being the head of the 
whole community. The order was approved by Urban V ; and, although 
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its monasteries were not numerous, the magnificent endowment of Syon, 
which at the suppression was among the most prosperous of English 
houses, gives it a special importance. 

No congregational movement was initiated by the Benedictines and 
canons regular of England before the suppression ; and the events of the 
Reformation period put an end to the congregation of Bursfeld in 
Germany. In Spain, the gradual growth of a Benedictine congregation 
proceeded from the priory of San Benito el Real at Valladolid, founded 
by John I of Castile towards the close of the fourteenth century, which 
attracted other monasteries into union with it. The congregation, with 
its system of perpetual enclosure and frequent change of priors, was 
recognised by Innocent VIII, and the Prior of Valladolid was made an 
abbot by Alexander VI. If the Papacy throughout the fifteenth century 
was more remarkable for political than for religious zeal, successive 
Popes at any rate countenanced the restoration of order in monasteries. 
Eugenius I V, in his early years one of the founders of the reformed house of 
secular canons at San Giorgio in Alga, displayed an activity in furthering 
reform which contrasted favourably with the divided efforts of the Council 
of Basle to assert its authority against the Pope’s. The zeal of Ambrogio 
of Camaldoli, the faithful henchman of Eugenius, restored discipline in 
his own order and was used to stir up the flagging energy of others. In 
1444 Eugenius, acting upon information from France and Spain, urged 
the Cistercian chapter-general to take measures to combat slackness. The 
Cistercians had revised their constitutions in 1350 ; but growing disunion 
was felt in their ranks, and in 1426 the forward spirits of the order in 
Spain had formed a separate congregation under the headship of the 
Abbot of Poblet, which was eventually recognised by one chapter-general 
and disowned by the next. The arrest of decline was impossible ; when, 
in 1475, Sixtus IV revived the constitution of Benedict XII against the 
promiscuous use of flesh-meat, the power of dispensation permitted to 
abbots led to the complete loss of that uniformity of practice which was 
a substantive principle of the order. In 1485 came the decision of the 
chapter-general to allow flesh-meat on three days a week in a separate 
refectory as the general practice. This concession, however, was no avenue 
to reform ; and in 1487 Innocent VIII issued fresh constitutions for the 
improvement of monasteries. Early in 1494 a number of French abbots 
met at the college of the order in Paris and drew up articles of reform 
which shew that its shortcomings were those habitual in monasteries of 
other bodies. Monks roamed outside their houses in secular habits ; within 
the monastery they lived too comfortably ; the gates were not closed 
at the proper hours ; there was unchecked communication with secular 
persons, and women were allowed to enter the cloister. It is significant 
of the strength of the opposition that these articles were, quashed on 
petition by the Parlement of Dijon, on the ground that they had not 
been drawn up at Citeaux. within its jurisdiction. The order was saved 
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from extinction only by the perseverance of the Spanish congregation in 
face of rebuffs, and by the activity of a group of new monasteries in the 
Low Countries and western Germany. In 1497 a congregation was formed 
in Tuscany and Lombardy ; and, in the century following the Council of 
Trent, the congregational system was extended to the whole order. 

To the same period belongs the extension of the system to France ; 
for, although sporadic reforms had taken place there about the end of the 
fifteenth century, like that of Chezal-Benoit in the diocese of Bourges, 
recognised in 1516 as the head of a small congregation, the sufferings of 
France during the long wars with England, and the civil strife of 
Burgundians and Armagnacs, had vitally injured her religious life. The 
growth, however, of later congregations is beyond the scope of this chapter. 
The Reformation, bringing complete extinction to the monasteries of 
countries and provinces which rejected the papal authority, put an end 
to the medieval monastic system. Monastidsm, in the later centuries of 
the Middle Ages, had lost touch with the main currents of progress ; 
once the vital force at the back of ecclesiastical reform, it had now become 
merely a department of ecclesiastical affairs which exercised little influence. 
It had long lost the position in which it could control the Papacy and 
command the reverence of the secular power. Such incidents as the sup- 
pression of the Templars, the seizure of the alien priories in England, 
the summary dissolution of small and inactive houses by papal bulls, 
were evidences of monastic weakness and precedents for wholesale acts of 
confiscation and destruction. While Henry VIII took advantage of his 
breach with Rome to put an end to the English monasteries, the monas- 
teries and military orders of Spain were equally at the mercy of the most 
Catholic king, if it had been to his advantage to pursue the same line of 
policy. The monastery, however, is an institution which in every age 
meets a certain class of human needs. Though deprived of its old promi- 
nence, it survived the troubles of the Reformation. Under the fostering 
care of national congregations, 1 it entered upon a new phase of existence; 
and, if it was still subject to the inevitable alternation of lapse and revival, 
such bodies as the congregation of Saint-Maur were still to exhibit a 
pious fervour comparable to that of Cluny and Citeaux in their best days, 
and a learning which more than equalled the best traditions of Monte 
Cassino and Saint-Victor. If the ordinary medieval monastery has been 
somewhat overrated as a centre of learning and education, the later 
achievements of Benedictinism in this direction have renewed the lustre 
of the age when religious houses, in the midst of a chaotic society, were 
chief among the formative influences of European civilisation. 
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CHAPTER XXL 

ROMAN AND CANON LAW IN THE MIDDLE AGES. 

I. 

The age of the Crusades was also the age of the revival of legal 
studies in Italy. These studies were devoted chiefly to two legal systems 
closely related to each other not only in their historical origin and evo- 
lution but also in their form and content. Neither the Civil Law nor the 
Canon Law had originated in the medieval centuries immediately pre- 
ceding the Italian legal renascence. Both of these systems were outgrowths 
of the age of antiquity; both of them were integral parts of the civilisa- 
tion which the Middle Ages inherited from the ancient world. The Civil 
Law — the medieval Roman Law — was a system created by the ancient 
Romans and transmitted by them to the peoples of the East and the 
West ; while the Canon Law, an adaptation and expansion of the 
Roman Law to meet the purposes of the Christian Church, .was in its 
origins and earlier development not less a creation of the Roman legal 
genius than the Civil Law itself. 

At the time, however, when by slow processes of movement and change 
ancient society was gradually transforming itself into medieval society, 
these two bodies of law were in different stages of evolution. The Roman 
Law had already passed the period of its maturity in the time of the 
classical jurists and was in process of adaptation to meet the altered social 
conditions of the world. Canon Law, on the other hand, was still in the 
earlier stages of its growth. This difference between the state of Roman Law 
and the state of Canon Law at the beginning of the medieval epoch — a 
difference marked by the character of the sources and the literature of the 
two systems and by the scope and manner of the application of these 
legal materials to human affairs — determined in many ways the main 
lines of their separate but related histories in the Middle Age. In the 
case of the Roman Law the work of the medieval centuries was to adapt, 
modify, and apply a system which the Romans of antiq uity had already 
perfected ; while in the case of the Canon Law, on the other hand, the 
work of the Middle Age was to develop, expand, and apply a system which 
the ancient Roman world had only begun to evolve for the needs of the 
youthful Church. 

The main purpose of the present chapter is to sketch in outline the 
history of these two systems of law throughout the medieval age. Two 
preliminary matters must engage our attention, however, at the very 
outset of the enquiry. It will be necessary, in the first place, to observe 
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the processes of the inner growth and the world-wide spread of the 
Roman Law in the age of antiquity, for this earlier development lies at 
the very basis of the history of the Roman system in the Middle Ages ; 
and, at the same time, we must gain some notion of the nature of the 
Roman legal materials that were to influence the growth of law in 
medieval times. A second subject of study, not less important than the 
first, is the history of the origins of Canon Law in the age of antiquity, 
and of its general development and its sources in the periods of the 
Middle Age. Not until we understand these two preliminary matters can 
we proceed to the study of our main subject, the history of the Roman 
and Canon Laws in the Later Roman Empire of the East, in the Germanic 
kingdoms of the West during the early medieval centuries, and in the 
several national areas— Italy, Spain, France, Germany, and England— 
of the later Middle Age. What were the processes whereby the Roman 
and Canon Laws spread throughout the world — in the East as well as 
in the West — during the medieval epoch? What was the result of the 
contact of these laws with other legal systems ? Where and how were 
the two Romanic systems studied ; and what was the influence of such 
studies ? These are some of the historical problems with which we shall 
be concerned. 

We shall not, therefore, restrict our attention to the age of the 
Crusades and the revival of juristic studies. To do so would result in the 
loss of perspective and conceal from our gaze all but a small part of the 
complete picture. The complete picture, however, must be at best but 
a rough sketch, an impressionist design. The sources and the literature 
of the history of Roman and Canon Law in ancient and medieval times 
fill thousands of volumes. Only a few of these can be drawn upon for 
the purposes of this chapter 1 . Only a few of the rich and varied colours 
of medieval legal life can be spread upon our canvas. All but the barest 
outlines must be left undrawn. 

Let us begin with the two preliminary subjects which are to furnish 
us with the background of our picture. 

II. 

The history of the evolution of the Roman Law and of its world-wide 
extension can be traced in unbroken continuity throughout twenty- 
five centuries. In one sense the ancient history of this greatest of all 
the legal systems of antiquity reaches its end when the decay of the 
classical jurisprudence set in, as a part of the general decline of the 
Roman world, about the middle of the third century after Christ. In 
another sense, however, the ancient period of Roman legal history does 
not finally terminate until the completion and promulgation of Justinian’s 

1 The bibliography to this chapter contains certain of the more important 
sources and writings. 
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codification in the first part of the sixth century. The transition from 
ancient to medieval times was in fact a slow process of centuries ; and in 
no respect is this more noticeable than in the history of the law. Legal 
decay, adaptation, and transformation were at work in the regions of the 
West long before the time of Justinian; and from his time onwards these 
processes also became a marked feature of the legal history of the East. 
In legal history the chronological boundaries of great eras cannot be 
marked out with nicety and precision. Transition sometimes takes decades 
or even centuries. 

Let us for the moment fasten our attention upon the authenticated 
evolution of Roman Law during the ten centuries before the death of 
Justinian ; for the first three hundred years of the city we are without 
adequate historical evidence. Within this long period of a thousand 
years 1 the customs of a small city -community were transformed into an 
elaborate system of justice and extended by conquest to the ancient 
world. During the epoch from the establishment of the Republic until 
the subj ugation of central and southern Italy, the composite of fas, ius , 
and boni mores which characterised the ancient custom of the regal 
period became the ius civile, the ius prdprmm civium liomanorum, and 
was codified in the Lena XII Tabularum (b.c. 451). The latter half of 
the Republican age was marked by the growth of the ius gentium and 
the ius honorarium. Various influences affected both the form and the 
substance of the law ; and among them were provincial conquests, the 
growth of commerce and the influx of foreigners, the institution of the 
peregrin praetorship, the simplification of procedure, and the introduction 
of new remedies under the Aebutian law. The spread of literature and 
philosophy, as well as the decline of religion and morals, also influenced 
the law. The growth of the law— which in this period was composed of ius 
civile , ins gentium, and ius honorarium— owed little to legislation; but the 
law’s debt to custom, to the edicts of magistrates, and to professional juris- 
prudence, was very great. The centuries of the Empire before the time 
of Diocletian were the age of the ius naturale and the maturity of Roman 
jurisprudence; while the age of codification stretched from Diocletian to 
Justinian — an age when the Emperors were supreme as the sole legislators 
and when Christianity, as the religion of the State, exerted a powerful 
influence on legal growth. Within these chief periods of Roman legal 
history, so briefly sketched, the law was not only altered in its form and 
substance, but it was gradually diffused throughout all the provinces of 
the Empire. The inner growth of the law as a system of justice and its 
world-wide extension went hand in hand as aspects of one and the same 
historical process. Certain features of this process demand our attention, 

Both Roman policy and Roman Law recognised the personality of 

1 Details will be found in the two volumes of Karlowa’s Romische RechtsgeschicJite . 
A shorter account of Roman legal history is given by Puchta in the first volume of 
his Institutionen. 
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law as a fundamental principle 1 . By conquest Rome brought within her 
dominion many non-Roman peoples in all parts of the ancient world, 
peoples who at the time they became subject to Rome were already living 
under their own national customs and laws. On the principle of the person- 
ality of law the Roman ius civile applied only to Roman citizens ; while 
the peregrini , even under Roman rule, continued to live according to 
their native systems of law. Thus, there existed under Roman political 
sway many diverse legal systems, of which the Roman ius civile was only 
one ; and the Roman Law did not, therefore, dominate the entire territory 
of the Roman State from the beginning. Indeed, it was only gradually, 
by a long process of development, that the Roman system displaced native 
legal institutions in the provinces ; and even in the end it did not every- 
where supersede them. In many parts of the Empire native systems 
persisted and survived Roman rule ; they contributed their share to the 
development of law in the Middle Ages. 

The existence within the Roman domain of many diverse bodies of 
law — the ius civile of the Romans and the laws of the peregrini — raised 
the problem as to which of these several national laws should be applied 
to the relations of Romans with peregrins and of peregrins of one nation- 
ality with those of another. The Romans solved this problem, not by 
the development of a system similar to modern international private law, 
or the conflict of laws, but by the evolution of a third body of law 
different from either one of the national laws of the two parties. This 
third body of law was known as the ius gentium. Gaius states that the 
ius gentium was the law common to all peoples; and the words of Gaius 
find their place in due time in the Digest 2 . But this theory of the nature 
of the ius gentium does not correspond with the facts, for in truth the 
ius gentium was a branch or part of the Roman Law itself : it was that 
part of the Roman system which had been evolved, both by the edicts of 
the Roman magistrates possessing jurisdiction over peregrins and by the 
work of the Roman jurists, to regulate the inter-relations of persons of 
different nationality. The principles of the ius gentium were drawn in 
part from the Roman ius civile; in pai*t they were new principles, distinct 
from Roman ius civile , derived in large measure from the national laws 
of the peregrins, but shaped, both in form and spirit, in accordance with 
Roman ideas of justice. The ius gentium embodied the newer legal ideas, 
and at many points it was in conflict with the principles of the ancient 
ius civile. Applied in the first instance to the cases where there was a 
collision of two national laws, the ms gentium was later invoked in cases 
involving two members of the same nation and thus in cases between two 
Roman citizens ; and in fact the ius gentium was used extensively in the 
settlement of disputes between Roman citizens. The evolution of the ius 
gentium as a new and integral part of the Roman system was thus a 

1 See Kipp, Geschichfe der Quellen des romischen Mechts, 3rd edn, §§ 2, 3. 

2 Gai. ij 1=1). i, 1, 9. 
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powerful factor in the spread of Roman Law and in the process of the 
unification of law throughout the Roman dominion. 

Another factor of no less importance was the gradual extension of 
Roman citizenship to the peregrini ; for each extension of citizenship 
meant the extension of the application of the Roman ins civile. This 
development reached its climax in the beginning of the third century, 
when Caracalla, in his famous Edict (212), abolished the distinction be- 
tween citizens and peregrini by granting full citizenship ( civitas ) to all 
in the Roman world 1 . In theory at least, the main result of the Edict 
was that all (i omnes , rravres) in the Empire were now amenable both to 
the ins civile and the ins gentium. In fact, however, the general appli- 
cation of the ins civile throughout the Empire was never fully carried out 
in practice. Even after the Edict the distinction between citizens and 
peregrini was not completely obliterated; for there still continued to be 
inhabitants of the Empire who were not citizens 2 . There is evidence, 
furthermore, that in various parts of the Empire the old national laws 
of the peregrins survived not only Caracalla’s Edict but also the 
Justinianean legislation. For the persistence of those laws in certain of 
the eastern provinces of the Empire the Syrian-Roman Law Book 3 is 
ample authority. 

The history of the evolution and spread of Roman Law in the ancient 
world is in divers ways enlightening to the student of the medieval history 
of that system. Not only does it give him clear ideas as to the nature of 
the system, its component parts, its rules and principles, its sources and 
its juristic literature ; but it also shews him that, extensive as was the 
spread of the Roman Law, it never completely obliterated all the other 
legal systems of antiquity. Although an account of the concrete rules 
and principles of Roman Law, as they are to be found in Roman legal 
sources, more particularly in the Theodosian Code and in Justinian’s law- 
books, does hot fall within the compass of our present survey 4 , we must 
nevertheless take pains to observe two main results of the evolution and 

1 D. : Ulpianus libro vicemimo securtdo ad edietum. In orbe Romano qui 

sunt ex coustitutione imperatoris Antouini cives Romani effect! sunt. Scholars are 
in general agreement that Ulpian’s statement of the effect of Caracalla’s Edict (the 
text of which has not been preserved) is too wide. Kipp, op. tit. §3, remarks : JEs 
ist un&weifelhaft, doss damit xuviel gesagt ist. On the effect of the Edict, see Girard, 
Manuel tUementaire (le Droit Romain, 3rd edn, p. 114; Buckland, Roman Law from 
Augustus to Justinian.) 1921, pp. 99-101, where references to the ancient and modern 
literature of the subject will be found. For a fuller discussion of the subject, see 
Mitteis, Reichsrecht und Volksreeht in den Ustiiehen Provinzen des romischen Kaiser- 
rewhs, Chap. vi. 

2 Buckland, op, tit. p. 99: Cf [It] is clear that even under Justinian, barbarian 
inhabitants of the confines of the empire, some originating there, some immigrant, 
and some settled by compulsion, were not treated as cives.” 

3 For a brief account of this remarkable law-book and of recent researches con- 
cerning it, see Kipp, op. tit. §23. 

4 See supra , Vol. ii, Chapter in. 
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spread of the Roman system during the periods of ancient history, for 
these results materially affect the medieval development. 

Let it be noted, in the first place, that the world-wide diffusion of the 
Roman Law in antiquity partly prepared the way for its further extension 
in the Middle Age. The Roman Law penetrated far and wide, in the East 
and in the West, and gave the ancient world a legal unity such as it had 
never before enjoyed; and yet this legal unity was of the kind which left 
in force, even though altered, many local laws and customs of non-Roman 
origin. Medieval times began, therefore, with the Roman Law in posses- 
sion of only parts, though extensive parts, of the world-wide legal field. 
In the East the Greek Law had never been wholly absorbed or obliterated 
by Roman Law in ancient times; it lived on in many regions under 
Roman rule 1 . In the period of the Byzantine Empire it continued to 
come into contact with the Roman Law, more particularly the Justinianean 
law, and it helped to fashion the Graeco-Roman Law of the East. Like- 
wise in the West the Middle Ages began with Roman Law in only partial 
occupation of the field. The Western provinces of the ancient Empire 
had been Romanised in varying degrees of intensity ; the Romanisation 
of Italy differed widely from that of Britain. The differences between the 
legal histories of W estern regions in medieval and modem times are due 
in no small measure to the differences in the extent of Romanisation in 
antiquity. The historian of European Law must constantly take account 
of the fact that the planting of Roman culture, including culture in law, 
had been intensive in some regions, partial or slight in others. In no 
extensive region of the West was Roman Law the sole law at the 
beginning of the Middle Age. Throughout vast areas Germanic racial 
customs held dominance. Nor were Germanic customs the only rivals 
of the Roman Law as the world passed into the medieval epoch. In 
various regions Celtic customs had survived the changes effected by the 
spread of Roman power and, later, by the migrations of the Germanic 
tribes. Indigenous customs other than Celtic also lived on during the 
periods of Roman and Germanic movement and pressure. Here and there 
Greek Law, planted in southern Europe during the days of Hellenic coloni- 
sation, still persisted. 

The second main result of the ancient development of Roman Law, 
in so far as that development affects medieval law, was the accumulation 
of a mass of legal sources. The history of Roman Law in the Middle Age 
is, to a large extent, the history of the world-wide diffusion of the manu- 
scripts of these legal texts and their employment by legislators, judges, 
practitioners, and jurists in the work of adapting Roman Law to medieval 
social conditions. The facts of this vast process are so complex, so inti- 
mately interwoven in the network of medieval events, movements, and 
tendencies, so bound up with diverse social, political, and economic 
conditions in the many parts of the world, that they are bewildering even 
1 The establishment of this fact is one of the valuable results of Mitteis’ researches. 
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to one who is trained to single out the main and determining lines 
of historical development. In truth, to write the medieval history of 
Roman Law in all its fulness would mean the writing of the history of 
medieval civilisation — the life of Europe ever moving, ever changing, in the 
course of the centuries. Not forgetting this wider aspect of Roman legal 
history in the Middle Age, let us observe that, so far as the diffusion of the 
texts of the Roman Law is concerned, there are two features of the complex 
historical process which illumine our path and guide us to understanding. 

The first pointwhichwe have to note and remember is that the medieval 
world is not one vast community under a single system of law and govern- 
ment; it is a world made up of many communities, differing one from 
another in race, in language, in social and legal institutions. Within the 
Byzantine Empire there is an appreciable degree of political and legal 
unity; and, at times, there is also political and legal unity of a sort in the 
West. But the dominant note in the political and legal history of the 
Middle Age is particularism, diversity, disunion. The system of the 
personality of law in the early Middle Age means particularism and 
diversity; and, with the growth of feudalism and the idea that law is 
territorial, as distinct from personal, regional diversities take the place of 
racial diversities in law. As a result, there is at first no tendency to uni- 
formity in respect of Roman Law throughout medieval Europe as a whole. 
A limited legal uniformity is at length introduced by the Frankish 
Capitularies; but, on the whole, uniformity in law is more marked in 
modern than in medieval times, and even in modern times it is but a partial 
uniformity based in large measure on common origins. Since the time of 
the ancient Roman Empire, Europe has never been one State with one law. 
Even in the period of the medieval Empire and the medieval Church it 
was composed of many States, each with its own separate legal system 1 . 

There is, secondly, the point to be remembered that during the 
Middle Ages each political unit adopts and adapts in ways of its own the 
texts of the Roman Law that come to its hands. There is no power 
from above which imposes certain texts over the whole of Europe 2 . 
Some of the texts which are adopted and adapted by the separate units 
are pre-Justinianean, while some of them are parts of Justinian’s codifica- 
tion itself. In the early Middle Age in the West the pre-Justinianean texts 
have at first a preference : it is only gradually that the J ustinianean materials 
acquire a dominance over the earlier ones. Nor is it surprising to find that of 
all the texts of the Roman Law the institutional treatises and systematic 

1 The legal map of medieval Europe is not unlike the legal map of the United 
States of America to-day ; for the States of the Federal Union — nearly fifty in number 
— all possess their own separate legal systems. Save in Louisiana, where the Civil 
Law prevails, uniformity in law throughout the Union is based in large measure on 
the reception of the Common Law of England by the separate States. 

2 The effect of the Frankish Capitularies should, however, be noted. See pp. 
727-8, infra. 
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codifications have the greatest influence upon the spread of Roman legal 
rules and ideas in the Middle Age ; for these materials are easier to grasp 
and to embody in legislation and the practice of courts than are the texts 
of a morelimited and special character. Furthermore, they are more compre- 
hensive and they thus meet more completely the social needs of the time. 

Of the pre-Justinianean texts there were three which exerted a far- 
reaching influence in spreading Roman Law: the two private compilations 
or codes, known as the Codex Gregorianus (about a.d. 300) and the 
Codex Her mage ni anus (probably before a.d. 323), and, notably, the great 
Code of the Emperor, the Codex Theodoslanus (a.d. 438). Although the 
Gregorian and Hermogenian Codes were private works, they were never- 
theless regarded as authoritative down to the time of Justinian, and they 
were not superseded by the far more important Code of Theodosius; for 
while the Codex Theodoslanus did not embody materials before Constantine, 
the Gregorian Code reached back to the time of Hadrian 1 . In the East 
the Codex Theodoslanus was superseded by the codification of Justinian; 
but in the West it long influenced legal growth in the Germanic kingdoms, 
large parts of it being embodied in Alaric’s Breviary and other legal 
sources. In the East, Justinian’s codification — gradually moulded, especi- 
ally in the Basilics , to meet Eastern needs — was of paramount importance 
from Justinian’s time down to the fall of the Byzantine Empire and even 
later. In the W est, the pre-Justinianean sources, particularly the Theodo- 
sian Code, long continued to play a greater role than the texts of Justi- 
nian. With the progress of time, however, the Institutes, Digest, Code, 
and Novels of Justinian spread everywhere throughout the regions of the 
West. The revival of juristic studies in Italy was by far the most im- 
portant of all the factors making for this far-reaching influence of the 
Justinianean law. Not only were the law-books of Justinian the subject of 
study and instruction in the law schools; they were incorporated in the 
law itself by the practice of the courts and by the acts of the legislators. 
Ultimately they became the very essence of the medieval Roman Law of 
Western countries — the Corpus iuris civilis. 

Other aspects of the medieval history of Roman Law will be considered 
in later parts of this chapter. For the moment let us turn our attention 
to the second preliminary subject of our study — the history of the origins 
of Canon Law in antiquity and of its general development and sources in 
the periods of the Middle Age. 

III. 

While the Canon Law is the law of the Christian Church, a law 
created and enforced by organs of the Church, it embodies nevertheless 
rules derived from the Old Testament and thus from times long before 
the birth of Christ 2 ; and, in general, the Canon Law no less than the Civil 

1 Buekland, op. cit. pp. 38-40. 

2 Canones et Decreta sacrosanct! oecumenici Concilii Tridexitini (Sessio Quarta : 
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Law is a bequest from antiquity. Not only do the earlier stages in the 
growth of the Canon Law fall within the period from the birth of Christ 
to the end of the age of antiquity, but the Canon Law itself is in large 
measure an off- shoot from the main stem of Roman legal growth, deriving 
from the older system many of its rules and principles. In its origins and 
in much of its later development the Canon Law is as much the product 
of Roman civilisation as the Civil Law itself. 

From the point of view of medieval history there are, however, many 
points of difference between the Civil Law and the Canon Law. Not only 
is the Civil Law primarily the secular law of the State, while the Canon 
Law is primarily the law of the Christian Church; the difference between 
the stages of growth reached by the two laws at the close of ancient times 
also affects materially their medieval courses of evolution. As we have 
seen, the Middle Age adopts and adapts a system of Civil Law which 
antiquity had perfected, while it takes over and slowly brings to perfec- 
tion a system of Canon Law which antiquity had only begun to develop: 
the Canon Law is the younger system. This difference leaves its mark on 
the history of the sources of the two systems during the medieval epoch. 
It accounts for the fact that the historian of Canon Law, as distinct from 
the historian of Civil Law, must spend much of his time in tracing the 
evolution of a growing and expanding system and in describing and 
explaining the successive additions to the sources of that system before, 
during, and after the formation of the Corpus iuris canonici. 

The fortunes of the Church followed the fortunes of the Empire, 
within the frontiers of which it had its origin and earlier growth. The 
division of the Empire into its western and eastern halves resulted in a 
corresponding division of the Church. This process of ecclesiastical 
division was practically complete by the end of the sixth century; but 
only in 1054 was the schism of Eastern and Western Churches finally 
consummated 1 . The eastern and the western halves of the Church 
thus went their separate ways as the Greek Catholic Church and 
the Roman Catholic Church ; and this splitting of the one Catholic 
Church into two necessarily resulted in the division of the Canon Law 
into two bodies of rules and principles, the Eastern or Greek Canon Law 
and the Western or Latin Canon Law. These two bodies of Canon Law 
possess common elements; they are closely related to each other in 
various ways; but yet they are distinct one from the other in many other 
ways and their histories must be separately traced. The early Greek 
Canon Law consists only of Eastern conciliar canons ; it admits no purely 
Latin elements; and it cannot, therefore, lay claim to universality, 
decretum de canonieis scripturis) : . . . omnes libros tarn veteris quam novi testamenti, 
cum utriusque unus Deus sit auctor...pari pietutis affectu ac reverentia snscipit et 
venerator. According to Gi-atian only the moral rules of the Old Testament form 
ius divinum. See Decretum , prima pars, distinctio VI, c. hi ; Friedberg, Kirchenrecht , 
4th edn, § 31. Compare Galante, Elermnti di Diritto Eccksiastico 3 pp. 15-17. 

1 See supra, Vol. iv. Chapter ix. 
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Early Latin Canon Law is itself composed largely of Greek materials; 
but to this Greek nucleus Latin elements, chiefly the canons of local and 
ecumenical Councils and the papal decretals, are continually added 1 . The 
medieval history of both of these canonical systems falls within the 
compass of our study; but it is the Western Law which must chiefly 
engage our attention. 

In respect of the history of Western Law let us note three main 
points. In the flrst place, the history of the Canon Law passes through 
the same stages of development as does the Church itself. Two of the 
principal stages we may designate the conciliar and the papal. Corre- 
sponding to the constitutional history of the Church the canons of the 
earlier centuries are chiefly the work of the Councils, whereas in the later 
centuries the canons are for the most part the product of the legislative 
power gradually acquired by the Popes and they are embodied in the 
decretals. In the second place, the term Canon Law has a wider and 
a narrower meaning; and it acquires its narrower significance only after 
the law itself has developed into a system and been made the object of 
study. Whereas in its broader signification Canon Law is the sum or 
aggregate of the rules which have been recognised or evolved by the 
organs of the Church for the governance of the ecclesiastical body, in its 
narrower meaning it is the law contained in a definite and closed group 
of law-books known as the Corpus iuris canonici 2 . Thirdly, let us note 
that jurists sometimes use the term ius ecdesiasticum as equivalent in 
meaning to ius canonicum. This usage leads at times to confusion; for the 
term ecclesiastical law is also employed to designate a branch of the law 
of the State as distinct from the law enforced by the Church itself. The 
fcavoves, regulate were very early distinguished from the secular laws, the 
v6/j,ol, leges-, and hence the Canon Law is sometimes referred to as the 
canones, sacri canones. 

Turning to the history of the sources of Canon Law, more especially 
the sources of the law enforced by the Roman Church, let us observe, in 
the first place, that they consist of three main kinds : the Holy 
Scripture, traditions and customs, and the legislation of Councils and 
Popes. In dealing with these sources, modern canonists draw a chrono- 
logical and theoretical line of distinction between the ancient and 
the new law. The ius antiquum is the law developed and enforced 
prior to the time of Gratian ; while the ius novum is the law em- 
bodied in Gratian’s Decretum and the other parts of the Corpus iuris 
canonici 3 , To distinguish it from the ius antiquum and the ius novum , 
the law established by the Council of Trent and subsequent papal consti- 

1 See supra, Vol. i, pp. 181-2. 

2 Hinschius, Oeschichte und Quellen des fcanonischen Rechts (in Holtaendorff, 
Encyldopadie der Rechtswimenschaft, 5th edn. 1800, pp. 187-8). 

3 This distinction is drawn by Boudinhon. Tardif, Histoire des Sources du Droit 
Canonique, p. 5, says, however, that ff Ie droit ancien est le droit anterieur au conuile 
de Trent; le droit nouveau derive de ce concile.” 
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tutions is known to canonists as the recent law, the ius novissimum. 
Canonists also draw a distinction between the ius scriptum , the written 
laws which emanate from Councils and Popes and which are embodied in 
the collections of sources, and the ius non scriptum , or unwritten law, a 
body of traditional and customary rules based in large measure on natural 
equity. A further distinction should also be remembered. The common 
law, the ius commune , is the general law intended to regulate the whole 
ecclesiastical body; while special or local law is the law which, by deroga- 
tion from or addition to the common law, is concerned with certain 
categories of persons or certain regions. The function of legislating for 
the whole Church belongs only to the episcopate, assembled in general or 
ecumenical Council, and to the Pope as its chief ; local councils or in- 
dividual bishops or prelates have authority to make only special or local 
laws. Most of the canons which constitute the ius antiquum , including 
such of those canons as are embodied in Gratian’s Decretum , emanate 
nevertheless from local councils or individual bishops, not from the 
supreme authorities of the Church. These canons have gradually come 
to form parts of the ius commune by reason of the fact that canonical collec- 
tions which include these local canons as their principal element have been 
adopted generally in all parts of Christendom as of binding authority. 

Both the ius antiquum and the ius novum fall within the compass of 
our present survey, and of each one of these divisions of the law a few 
words must needs be said. Let us glance therefore, first of all, at the 
history of the sources of the ius antiquum, the law before the time of 
Gratian and the formation of the Coipus iuris canonici. 

In the first centuries of the Christian era, before the close of the 
period of persecutions, the life of the Christian communities was governed 
by the Scriptures and by ecclesiastical tradition, the unwritten tcavcov or 
regula. The various Churches early came to have their own traditions 
and usages, and these they obeyed as their unwritten customary law ; 
apart from the Scriptures the early Church law was not embodied in any 
written code. Not until the time of Constantine and the other early 
Christian ■Emperors was it possible for the ecclesiastical legislative power 
to act freely and to create, a body of written law. The new position of 
the Church in its relation to the State formed the constitutional basis of 
a new movement which led to the establishment of a written law of the 
Church somewhat after the pattern of. the Roman Civil Law. The organs 
which expressed the mind of the federated Christian communities in the 
matter of law, no less than in that of creed, were the early ecclesiastical 
Councils of the fourth century; and the codes formed during the decade 
305-315 by the Councils of Elvira, Ancyra, Neocaesarea, and Arles are 
the earliest of the conciliar materials preserved in the later body of the 
Canon Law. These codes possessed, however, no binding authority out- 
side the localities in which they were issued. The opportunity to issue a 
code for the whole Christian Church finally presented itself at the 
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Ecumenical Council of Nicaea (325): and the issue of such a code of law 
was a part of Constantine’s policy of bringing about the unity of the 
Church and its close alliance with the Empire. The Nicene canons, in 
which were incorporated some of the canons of the Eastern Council of 
Ancy ra and of the Western Council of Arles, constitute the earliest code 
of Canon Law for the whole Church. In the course of time many other 
codes possessing no connexion with the Nicene Council were placed by 
collectors of canons in the Nicene code and were thus given its authority. 
Particularly in the West the Nicene code acquired a position of high 
authority in the realm of discipline. Innocent of Rome in the cause of 
St Chrysostom writes that “other canon than the Nicene canons the 
Roman Church receives not.” 1 

The compilation of collections of canons began in the East. The 
elaboration of these collections, with certain additions drawn from the 
West, such as canons in the Latin collection of Dionysius Exiguus, resulted 
ultimately in the formation of the official collection of the Greek Church 
as it was recognised and sanctioned by the Council in Trullo (692). As 
defined by the Council, the Greek collection consists of several classes of 
documents : firstly, the eighty-five Apostolic Canons ; secondly, the 
canons of the Councils of Nicaea, Aneyra, Neocaesarea, Gangra, Antioch, 
Laodicea, Constantinople (381), Ephesus, Chalcedon, Sardica, Constan- 
tinople (394), Carthage (the one of 419, according to Dionysius); thirdly, 
the canonical letters of several great bishops, such as Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, Peter of Alexandria (the Martyr), Athanasius, Basil, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Amphilockus of Iconium, and Gennadius of Constantinople. To 
this official collection were added at a later time the twenty-two canons 
of the Second Council of Nicaea (787). As thus completed, the official 
canonical collection of the Greek Church had several medieval commen- 
tators, such as Photius (883), Zonaras (1120), and Balsamon (1170); but 
it has remained unchanged down to the present day. As pointed out by 
Boudinhon, the later growth of the Eastern Canon Law — that is, after 
the Council of Nicaea (787) — was due to the work of the Byzantine 
Emperors before the fall of the Empire in 1453. 

In its fifth-century state the Greek collection was translated and 
introduced into the West. The one hundred and two canons elaborated 
by the Council in Tr.ullo (692) did not become part of Western Law 
until a much later time, and then upon the initiative of Pope John VIII 
(872-881). Meanwhile local collections of canons were made in the West 
from the fifth century onwards. Within the sphere of the see of 
Constantinople a tendency towards the unification of ecclesiastical law 
manifested itself as early as the fifth century; but in the West collections 
were purely local until in the eighth and ninth centuries, as the result of 
passing on the several collections from one region to another, there were 
the beginnings of a process of unification. 

1 See further, supra, Vol. i, pp, 13, 176-182. 
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The most ancient, and in some respects the most homogeneous and 
noteworthy, of all these Western local collections is that of the Church 
of Africa. By the time of the Vandal invasion the African collection had 
already acquired special importance as an official code ; but our knowledge 
of it is now derived chiefly from incomplete and confused accounts in 
the collection of Dionysius Exiguus and the Spanish collection known as 
the Hispana. About the middle of the ninth century Fulgentius Fenandus, 
a Carthaginian deacon, made a methodical arrangement of the African 
collection in the order of subjects; and this is now known as the 
Breviatio canonum. 

The Roman Church in its early history governed itself largely by its 
own traditions and customs and by papal letters called decretals. Of non- 
Roman sources of canonical law it officially recognised, before the sixth 
century, only the canons of Nicaea and Sardica. At the beginning of the 
sixth century, however, the Roman Church adopted the double collection 
—composed of Latin translations of Greek canons and thirty-nine 
decretals of the Popes from Sirieius (384-398) to Anastasius II (496-498) 
- — made by the Scythian monk Dionysius Exiguus ; and this collection, 
its second part receiving successive additions as further decretals appeared, 
remained the only official body of Canon Law for the Roman Church until 
the reforms of the eleventh century. Pope Hadrian I in 774 gave this 
double collection of Dionysius to the future Emperor Charlemagne as the 
canonical book of the Roman Church; and hence it is known as the 
Dionysio-Hadriana. This collection, officially received by the Frankish 
Church at the Council of Aix-la-Chapelle in 80S, and thereafter recognised 
and quoted as the liber canonum , became the code of Canon Law of almost 
the whole of the Western Church. In the hands of Pope Hadrian I, and 
of Charlemagne and the Franks, the work of Dionysius was thus a 
powerful factor in the growth of a unified W estern Canon Law. 

Gaul was exceptional in not possessing a code of local Canon Law. The 
Church had not been centralised, as in many other regions of Europe, 
round some principal see ; and the political territorial divisions had not 
been stable. In the fifth and sixth centuries only the Church of Arles 
constituted a canonical centre of any real influence over its surrounding 
region. The main collection of canonical sources— known from its seven- 
teenth-century editor as the <e Quesnel Collection ”• — contained valuable 
materials, chiefly Eastern and African canons and papal letters, but no 
canons of the local Gallic councils. When it was introduced into Gaul, 
the Dionysio-Hadriana did not, therefore, displace any local and 
generally-accepted collection. Unifying tendencies in the development of 
Canon Law thus came from without and not within the Gallic Church. In 
this process the alliance between the Carolingian power and the Papacy, 
and the acceptance of the Dionysio-Hadriana, or liber canonum, marked 
an important stage. 

The Spanish Church differed fundamentally from the Gallic ; for it 
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had been effectively centralised round the see of Toledo. As a result the 
Spanish Church possessed an important collection of Spanish Canon Law, 
the Hispana \ dating from the early part of the eighth century, which, 
although not strictly speaking an official collection, was everywhere re- 
ceived. The Hispana includes in its- first part the canons of Greek, 
African, Gallic, and Spanish Councils, the canons of Spanish Councils 
forming the local section of the collection ; while the decretals of the 
Popes are in the second part, as in the case of the collection of Dionysius. 
The Hispana emerged into a position of great importance in the period 
beginning in the middle of the ninth century, for it then served as the 
basis of the False Decretals. 

Although the Churches of the British Isles remained longer than most 
other Churches outside the centralising movement and the tendency to a 
unification of Western Canon Law, they contributed nevertheless to the 
growth of the law as finally embodied in the Corpus iuris canonici. This 
contribution consists fundamentally of two things: firstly, the collections 
of penitentials, including those of Theodore of Canterbury (ob. 690), 
the Venerable Bede (ob. 735), and Egbert of York (732-767); and, 
secondly, the Irish collection, dating apparently from the eighth century, 
which introduced the practice among canonists of quoting passages from 
the Scriptures and the writings of the Fathers. Apart from these two 
groups of materials, the sources of British local Canon Law were not 
known to Gratian’s predecessors nor to Gratian himself ; and they did 
not, therefore, influence the form and content of the Decretum. 

About the middle of the ninth century there appeared the famous 
collection known as the “False Decretals.” Round this collection there 
has arisen a vast controversial literature which it is impossible, within 
the limits of the present chapter, to summarise or appraise 2 . Certain it 
is that the collection is based on the genuine Spanish collection known 
as the Hispana or Isidoriana. The author, whether he was the mysterious 
Benedictus Levita, to whom the False Capitularies, a collection closely 
akin to the False Decretals, have been attributed, or whether he was 
some other person, assumed the name of Isidore, Bishop of Seville, 
who had been credited with the greater part of the Hispana or Isidoriana 
collection: and hence the False Decretals are sometimes known as the 
Pseudo-Isidore. Whoever the author may have been, it is now agreed on 
all sides that the collection had its origin within the Frankish Empire 3 , 

1 The collection is also known as the Isidoriana, because it lias been attributed 
(hut without reason) to Isidore of Seville. 

3 But see the works cited by Hinscliius in his Geschichte und Quellen des fcano- 
nischen Eechts (HoltzendorfP s Encyklopiidie dev llechtswissmschafi, 6th edn. 1890, 
p. 193). A list of older works will be found in Phillips and Crouzet, Du Droit 
Ecclesiastique dans se.s Sources, Paris, 1862, pp. 42, 43. 

3 It was at first thought that the False Decretals originated in the province of 
Mayence. It is now held by Brissaud and other scholars that the False Decretals 
must have been written in France, probably at ltheims. See Continental Legal History 
Series (ed. by J. H. Wigmore and others), Vol. i, (1912), p. 710. Several recent 
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The collection contains as many canons of councils as papal decretals; 
and the decretals in it are not all forgeries. It is best described as an 
amplification of the genuine Hispana by the interpolation of spurious 
decretals. Of the three parts of the collection, the first is completely 
spurious. It contains, after introductory matter, seventy spurious letters 
attributed to Popes before the Council of Nicaea (325), all of these letters 
being the forgery of the false Isidore except two spurious letters of 
Clement which were already in circulation. The second part of the 
collection contains the canons of Councils. Most of these are genuine, the 
few forgeries, including the famous Donation of Constantine, being 
already known. The third part is a continuation of the series of 
decretals — which in the first part of the collection had ended with the 
date of the Nicene Council — down to St Gregory the Great (ob. 604) ; 
but it contains also one letter of Gregory II (715-731). The authentic 
decretals of the Popes begin only with Siricius (385), and these the 
Pseudo-Isidore includes in his collection; but he adds also spurious 
decretals both for the time before and the time after 385. Most of the 
forged decretals are not composed entirely of freshly fabricated material. 
The author draws upon the Liber Pontifiealis and ecclesiastical writings 
for some of his matter. Thus, the genuine Councils and decretals, and 
even this genuine matter falsely put into the mouths of the Popes, served 
to cloak the skilfully fabricated stuff of the forger and to give it credence. 

Blended thus of genuine and spurious matter, the collection rapidly 
circulated throughout the West and long passed as a valuable source of 
Canon Law. All the later collections drew materials, genuine and false 
indiscriminately, from the Pseudo-Isidore 1 . Not until the fifteenth 
century were suspicions aroused as to the true character of the collection : 
Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa (ob. 1464) and Juan Torquemada (ob. 1468) 
expressed in no uncertain terms their doubts as to its authenticity. In 
the sixteenth century Erasmus, as well as Dumoulin (ob. 1568) and 
Le Conte (ob. 1577), the two editors of Gratian’s Decretum , decisively re- 
fused to accept the Pseudo-Isidore. Gradually the history of the forgery 
has been pieced together by scholars ; and the false character of parts of 
the collection is now universally admitted. 

authors have, however, suggested the province of Tours as the home of the collection. 
See the article on the “Decretals, False” by Boudinhon in the Encyclopaedia Brit- 
tannica, 11th edn, Vol. vii, and the authorities there cited; and Tardif, Histdire 
des Sources du Droit Canonique,: Paris, 1887, pp. 140-158. 

i While the Pseudo-Isidore quickly spread its influence from France to Italy and 
other European countries, including England, it found a very slow reception at Rome 
itself. It has been pointed out by M. Fournier and other scholars that, while the 
collection exerted a slight literary influence on papal letters of the ninth and tenth 
centuries, the use of the forged material of the False Decretals did not become 
prominent at Rome until about the middle of the eleventh century. This ultimate 
reception at Rome was due in large measure to the circulation of the canonical 
. collections in which the False Decretals held a place, no doubt at that time being 
cast upon the authenticity of the forged documents. 
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The object of the forger appears to have been the reform, or better 
application, of the Canon Law. He desired to prevent bishops from being 
unjustly accused or deprived of their sees, and to protect the property 
and persons of the clergy against the encroachments of bishops and 
nobles. He desired also to increase the strength and cohesion of the 
Churches ; and he made the Papacy the very centre of his ecclesiastical 
edifice. These objects the wide acceptance of the False Decretals no doubt 
furthered Certainly they served as a powerful factor in the movement, 
within the Frankish territories, towards the centralisation of power in 
the see of Rome. 

Opinions differ as to the extent of the modification and corruption of 
Canon Law itself occasioned by the influence of the False Decretals. 
However this may be, there is no doubt that by furthering the tendency 
towards its unification the False Decretals mark an important stage in 
the history of the law. In yet another respect the Pseudo-Isidore is note- 
worthy ; for it is the last of the long series of chronologically arranged 
collections of the texts of Canon Law. From this time onwards the 
canonists arranged the conciliar and papal canons in systematic order 
according to subject-matter and not according to time ; and thus they 
gradually prepared the way for the systematic codification of the ms 
commune in the Decretum of Gratian and the other integral parts of the 
Corpus iuris canonici. Furthermore, from the time of the False Decretals 
onwards the canonists not only arranged and systematised the materials, 
gradually bringing local canons into the general mass of the common law; 
they also added to the bare texts their own conclusions and discussions, 
thus clothing the texts with canonist learning and theory. 

During the three centuries between the appearance of the False 
Decretals and the time of Gratian about forty canonical collections were 
made. Among the most important of them are the Decretorum libri XX 
of Burchard, Bishop of Worms, written between the years 1012 and 
1023, and the three works — the Panormia , the Decretum , and the 
Tripartite Collection — attributed to Ivo of Chartres, who studied under 
Lanfranc at Bee and was the last of the great canonists of the period of 
the ius antiquum. Although many of these collections dating from the 
middle of the ninth to the middle of the twelfth century were of practical 
and theoretical value, no one of them rose into eminence as the standard 
or classical collection which embodied in the most orderly and concordant 
form the whole mass of the materials of Canon Law that had grown up 
in the centuries of Christendom. Gratian, garnering the rich harvest 
which he found in the canonical works of his predecessors, finally provided 
this standard collection at the very centre of the revival of juristic 
studies. With Gratian and his monumental Decretum the period of the 
ius novum had its beginnings, the period which was to see the completion 
of the Corpus iuris canonici. 

The gradual formation of the Corpus iuris canonici covers a period of 
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over three hundred years. As finally completed it consists of five separate 
parts. 

(1) Gratian’s Decretum forms the first and in many ways the most 
important part: it constitutes in truth the basic part of the entire Corpus 
iuris canonici. It is known that Gratian was a Camaldulensian monk of 
the convent of St Felix at Bologna, where he taught Canon Law; 
although only a few details of his life have come down to us. His 
great work — dated between 1141 and 1150, or, as it is now thought, 
between 1139 and 1141 1 — bears in the older manuscripts the title 
Concordia discordantium canonum, but is " better known as the Decretum. 
The Decretum is based on earlier collections, including the works of Ivo 
of Chartres, but is much more than a compilation or collection. So 
skilfully has Gratian ordered and treated his materials that his work 
is essentially a treatise on the Canon Law in which the authorities them- 
selves are included. There are three parts or divisions of the work. The 
first part deals with the sources of the law and with ecclesiastical persons; 
the second with ecclesiastical jurisdiction, procedure, property, and 
marriage; the third with consecration, sacrament, and liturgy. The 
portions of these parts that are Gratian’s own personal contribution are 
known as the Dicta Gratiani, while the notes by Paueapalea, a twelfth- 
century disciple of Gratian, as well as those of a few other scholars, are 
called Paleae. Very soon after its appearance Gratian’s Decretum was 
treated as if it were official; while in the law schools it was used as the 
foundation of teaching in Canon Law. Like the texts of the Justinianean 
codification in the hands of the Glossators, the Decretum Gratiani was 
soon provided with glosses. Before 1215 glosses were written by Johannes 
Teutonicus, and about the year 1236 by Bartholomew of Brescia. It is 
difficult to overestimate the vast influence which Gratian’s work exerted 
for centuries upon the study and spread of Canon Law throughout the 
Christian world. No other single book of Canon Law can vie with it in 
importance and influence. 

(2) To complete Gratian’s Decretum , five compilations — known as the 
Quinque Compilations Antiquae — were made before the time of Gregory 
IX. The first of these, compiled by Bernard of Pavia aboutllQO, was divided 
into five books, as follows : (1) ecclesiastical hierarchy ; (2) procedure ; 

(3) functions and duties of the clergy; (4) marriage; (5) penal law. This 
order of subjects adopted by Bernard became the accepted order in future 
compilations of Canon Law. Later scholars have summed it up in the 
well-known verse : “Judex, Judicium, Clerus, Connubia, Crimen.” The 
last of the remaining four compilations of this group — the Quinque Com- 
pilationes Antiquae — was an official collection of the decretals of Honorius 
III, 1216 to 1226. 

By the Bull Rex pacijicus (1234) Gregory IX sent to the Universities 
1 On the date of the Decretum, see Schulte, GescUchte der Quetten und Lit&ratur 
des canonischen Reehts von Gratian bis auf die Gegenwart, Vol. i, p. 48. 
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of Bologna and Paris a compilation of the decretals of Popes since the 
completion of the Decretum of Gratian. This official compilation, known 
as the Decretals of Gregory IX, or “Extra” (that is, “Decretales extra 
Decretum vagantes”), and abbreviated as “X” (meaning “extra”), was in 
reality a continuation of Gratian’s Decretum , which now became in law 
what it had always been in fact — an official Code of Canon Law. The 
author of the Extra was Gregory IX’s confessor, Raymond de Penafort, 
a Spaniard, who, following the arrangement of Justinian’s Code, divided 
the compilation into books, titles, and canons. Bernard of Parma, who 
died in 1263, added glosses. 

The Quinque Compilation.es Antiquae were superseded by Gregory’s 
collection and by it deprived of all their authority. 

(3) Boniface VIII collected in 1298 the decretals subsequent to the 
j Extra; and he published the new compilation in the manner adopted 
previously by Gregory IX in the case of the Extra — by sending it to the 
Universities of Bologna and Paris. Boniface VIII’s collection constituted 
the Sextus or Liber Sextus Decretalium, the five earlier books being those 
embodied in the Extra. In 1348 the Sextus was glossed by Jean Andre. 

(4) In 1313 Clement V published another collection of decretals, 
including his own, which is known as the “ Clementinae.” John XXII, 
Clement’s successor, recast the collection and sent it to the Universities 
in 1317. 

(5) The “Extravagantes”, or the decretals omitted from the above- 
mentioned compilation (“ extra-vagantes ”), are of two groups: (a) the 
Extravagantes of John XXII (twenty constitutions), (b) the “ Extra- 
vagantes Communes ” including the decretals issued by various Popes, since 
the publication of the Sextus , from Boniface VIII to Sextus IV (1484). The 
collection of Extravagantes differs from the earlier ones just mentioned in 
not being an official compilation. But it found its place in editions of the 
Corpus iuris canonici ; and, inasmuch as all its documents were authentic, 
it was treated as if it were official. 

As completed and closed by the Extravagantes , the Corpus iuris 
canonici is thus composed of: (1) the Decretum Gratiani ; (2) the Decretals 
of Gregory IX {Liber Extra); (3) Boniface VIIFs Liber Sextus Decre- 
talium ; (4) the Clementinae; (5) the Extravagantes. 

The term Corpus iuris canonici, used as the antithesis of the term 
Corpus kins civilis when applied to the whole of the Roman Law, is to 
be met as early as the twelfth century. In the sixteenth century the term 
acquired, however, a technical sense, being used to denote the entirety of 
the five sets of texts already described. From 1563 to 1580 the correctores 
romani , a commission of cardinals and scholars, worked at Rome in order 
to form a better text than that of the manuscripts and publications 
then in use. The results of the labours of the commission appeared in 
1582, under the pontificate and by the orders of Gregory XIII, as the 
official edition. Thus formed and completed under the direction of the 
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Church, the Corpus iuris canonici constitutes the ins novum as distinct from 
the ius antiquum ; and it is still the foundation of the Canon Law. The 
complete body of Canon Law to-day includes also the ius ?iovissimum, the 
law that has been evolved since the Council of Trent (154*5); but the ius 
novissimum forms no part of the Corpus iuris canonici in its technical sense. 

The gradual evolution of the law embodied in the Corpus iuris 
canonici , a development extending through more than fifteen centuries of 
the Christian era, is one of the outstanding features of ancient and 
medieval history. It is an evolution comparable in many ways to the 
slow growth of the law contained in Justinian’s great codification and 
later in the Corpus iuris civilis. With certain aspects of the medieval 
history of the Canon Law we shall be concerned in later portions of this 
chapter. We shall see how the Canon Law, as the law of the Church, 
spread throughout the medieval world, how it influenced secular law and 
juridical and political theory, how in short it became an integral and vital 
part of medieval civilisation. 

IV. 

The history of Roman and Canon Law in the Middle Age falls 
naturally into two main geographical divisions: the dividing line is 
formed by -the boundary between the East and the West. Although these 
two parts of our history are closely related to each other — there are legal 
influences and. counter-influences that play back and forth between the 
two vast provinces of Christendom — we must nevertheless study each part 
singly ere we can see these relations in their true perspective and gain a 
complete picture of the vast process of legal evolution in medieval Europe 
as a whole. First of all, then, let us briefly survey the history of the 
Roman and Canon Laws in their eastern home within the Later Roman 
Empire. 

Two events of the reign of Constantine the Great mark the definite 
beginnings of the division of European legal history into its eastern and 
its western parts. Each one of these events produced far-reaching and 
lasting results within the domain of law; each one of them shaped and 
transformed laws and customs in all parts of the world; each one of them 
was a factor of the highest importance in the history of Roman and 
Canon Law both in the East and in the West. The first of these two 
events was Constantine’s adoption of Christianity. Henceforth a new 
order of ideas was given full play in all parts of the ancient world; and 
these ideas moulded many of the processes of legal growth not only in 
the period from Constantine to Justinian but throughout the medieval 
era. The history of Roman and Canon Law among the Hcllenised peoples 
of the East and among the Germanic societies of the West displays in 
many striking ways the after-influence of the recognition of Christianity 
in the days of Constantine; and yet these after-influences in the East 
differ markedly from those in the West. A second event of almost equal 
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significance in the history of law was the making of Byzantium a second 
capital of the Roman Empire. The centre of gravity in the Empire had 
been slowly shifting to the East for a considerable time before Constantine ; 
the establishment of Constantinople accelerated this process and gave to 
the Eastern half of the world- wide imperial domain a definite preponder- 
ance. With the loss of the Western provinces, caused by the expansion 
of the Germanic peoples, the ancient Roman Empire persisted only in the 
East. Until it finally succumbed to the power of the Ottoman Turks in 
1453, this Later Roman Empire — this “Greek” or “Byzantine” Empire 
— was the true Roman Empire, its Emperors being the legitimate 
successors of Augustus in an unbroken line of continuity; and down at 
least to the beginning of its decline in the middle of the eleventh century, 
except in the lifetime of Charlemagne, it was the first political power in 
Europe. This transference of the Roman Empire from the West to the 
East led to legal as well as political results of the highest moment; some 
of them are to be seen by a comparison of the history of Roman and Canon 
Laws in their Eastern and in their Western environments. 

As the heir of antiquity the Later Roman Empire became the true 
guardian of the legal traditions of the ancient Empire. In the first half 
of the sixth century these traditions were, in certain inspects, maintained. 
Justinian, the great codifier of the accumulated mass of Roman legal 
materials derived from the past, was an Eastern Emperor; his codification 
was made and promulgated in the East. What, it should now be asked, 
was the fate of the law of Justinian in its Eastern home? Were the 
ancient Roman legal traditions still further preserved ? Did the law 
continue to develop in the spirit of the classical jurists? Was the East to 
inherit the legal genius of the West? The answers to these questions are 
of far more than ordinary historical interest. 

Three main characteristics of the Later Roman Empire determined 
the future course of legal history and gave to medieval Roman and Canon 
Laws in this part of the world certain of their marked characteristics. 
Whereas, throughout the greater part of its history, the ancient Empire 
had been predominantly Western, Pagan, and Roman, the Later Roman 
Empire down to its fall in 1453 was fundamentally Eastern, Christian, and 
Greek. Here we may find the main key to the legal history of the East. 
The general geographical situation of the Later Roman Empire, particu- 
larly its proximity to the Slavs and Eastern peoples, and the social, 
economic, and religious conditions of its several parts, were determining 
factors in the evolution of the Roman and Canon Law within the imperial 
frontiers. But this is only expressing in different terms the same cardinal 
fact: the Empire was Eastern, Christian, and Greek, and its law evolved 
along the lines of imperial development. 

The history of the Justinianean law in the East may be sketched by 
a brief consideration of the legal sources in the successive periods of 
imperial history. 
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Justinian declared that his codification was to be the sole statement 
of the law; nothing outside it was to be regarded. In case of need, resort 
could be had only to the Emperor himself, inasmuch as he was the sole 
source of the law. The Emperor authorised literal translations into 
Greek, indexes, and n rapdrorXa or summaries of parallel passages or 
titles; the writing of commentaries and general summaries, as an inter- 
ference with the Emperor’s prerogative of interpretation, was sternly 
forbidden. But despite these prohibitions — prohibitions designed to 
restrict the law to the imperial law-books — notes, abridgments, excerpts, 
general summaries, and commentaries appeared even in Justinian’s own 
lifetime and for half a century thereafter. These writings appear to have 
been intended chiefly for use in the law schools; most of them were 
prepared by professors (antecesso?'es). Soon, however, they were in the 
hands of practitioners and judges; and they thus came into general use. 

One of the best known of these writings is the Greek Paraphrase of 
the Institutes, which has survived in various manuscripts. It is usually 
attributed to Theophilus, one of Justinian’s commissioners and a 
professor in the law school of Constantinople; but Ferrini, its latest 
editor, holds that the authorship of Theophilus rests on inadequate 
evidence. He contends that the work is a reproduction of Gaius in Greek, 
that it was originally drawn up at Beyrout, that it was remodelled at a 
later time on the plan, and with some of the matter, of Justinian’s 
Institutes. The Paraphrase of the histitutes formed the subject-matter 
of commentaries by Dorotheus and Stephanus; while commentaries on 
Justinian’s Digest, Code, and Novels, written by various Eastern jurists, 
also appeared. 

This period of the jurists’ study of Justinian’s codification soon came 
to an end. The codification itself had been rendered into Greek and had 
formed the basis of scholarly, literary treatment; but, once that had been 
accomplished, juristic studies rapidly decayed. During the profound social 
disturbances of the seventh century the law-books of Justinian seem to 
have been hardly understood. The practice of the courts was largely 
influenced by Greek Christian ideas and ecclesiastical canons; and, with 
the decline of Roman traditions, these influences shaped legal growth and 
gave character to the period of legislative activity in the eighth century. 
Within the domain of legislation the outstanding feature of the century 
was the appearance of the 'Ei/cXoytj of Leo the Isaurian (740), an abstract 
of the whole codification of Justinian as amended and rearranged in 
accordance with Greek and Christian ideas of the time. The legislation 
of Leo represents indeed a wide departure from the Justinianean rules and 
principles in nearly every branch of the law, a departure so coloured by 
ecclesiastical notions of justice that the 5 E/eXoy >7 itself has been called a 
Christian law-book. Thus, for example, while Justinian treated marriage 
as a contract, dissoluble at the will of the parties, Leo III introduced the 
Church’s doctrine that marriage was an indissoluble bond. The period of 
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the Isaurian (Syrian) and Phrygian (Amorian) Emperors (717-867) was 
a time in which the law was developed through practice away from the 
Justinianean model and little or no thought was given to scientific legal 
studies. 

At the beginning of the period of the Macedonian dynasty (867-1057) 
a great change took place. Basil I (867-886) and his son Leo the 
Philosopher (886-912), at the end of the ninth and beginning of the 
tenth centuries, pursued the policy of a return to Justinian’s law and a 
revival of legal studies. Basil repealed the ’E/cXoy?) of Leo the Isaurian as 
a departure from Justinian’s law which it professed to summarise; and he 
set himself to the task of producing an authoritative Greek version of the 
whole of the Justinianean codification, but with the omission of obsolete 
matter and the introduction of the most desirable parts of the legislation 
enacted since the death of Justinian. The legal materials were subjected 
to a treatment somewhat similar to that accorded by Justinian and his 
commissioners in their day to the writings of the classical jurists and the 
other accumulated sources. The first result of the new legislative policy 
was Basil’s issue in 879 of a kind of institutional work entitled 6 nrpox^po^ 
vq/jlcx; (“the law as it is”), composed of extracts from Justinian’s Institutes, 
Digest, and Code. This handbook was revised and republished by Leo 
under the title ''Eiravaycoyr) rod vo/xov. The main work of the Emperors, 
however, was the famous Basilics (Ta /3a(ri\ifcd ), a collection of all the 
laws of the Empire, prepared by legal commissioners. They were begun 
in the time of Basil and completed under Leo. 

The Basilics are composed of sixty books, subdivided into titles, in 
accordance with the general plan of Justinian’s Codex. Within this 
framework the law on any particular subject, whether derived from 
Justinian’s Institutes, Digest, Code, or Novels, is arranged consecutively. 
The so-called rrapaypcKpal rcav nraXcuwv is an addition to the Basilics , 
consisting of an official commentary collected from the writings of the 
sixth-century jurists, published by Leo’s son, Constantinus Porphyro- 
genitus. This work, now referred to as the scholia to the Basilics , has 
proved of great value to modern civilians in their work of reconstructing 
the Roman legal texts. Annotations by jurists of the tenth, eleventh, and 
twelfth centuries, also referred to as scholia, are of less value. In many 
points of civil as distinct from criminal law the Basilics discard the rules 
of the Edoga in favour of those to be found in the Justinianean codifica- 
tion. An example of this tendency of the Basilics is to be found in their 
revival of Justinian’s law of divorce, with the result that in the East there 
thus arose in respect of this matter a contradiction between the Civil and 
the Canon Law. Although the Basilics retained their statutory authority 
down to the fall of the Byzantine Empire in 1453, they had long before 
that time been neglected in practice. 

The Basilics were in fact the one really great codification of Graeco- 
Roman Law in the Later Roman Empire after the time of Justinian; the 
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successors of Basil the Macedonian and Leo the Philosopher did not 
legislate on a grand scale. Somewhat more than a century after Leo there 
was, however, a marked revival of juristic studies under Constantine IX 
(1042-1054), who founded a new' law-school. Many jurists continued 
down to the fall of the Empire to write commentaries, epitomes, and 
compendia; but of these jurists only John Xiphilin, Theodore Balsamon, 
and Constantinus Harmenopulus, of the eleventh, twelfth, and fourteenth 
centuries respectively, need be mentioned here. The decadence of juristic 
studies is represented in a striking way by the ’E£a/3t/3A,os' of Harmeno- 
pulus, a work which appeared about 1345, and which Bruns has 
characterised as “ a miserable epitome of the epitomes of epitomes.' 11 

The inner history of the Byzantine or Graeco-Roman Law — the 
history, that is, of its rules and principles, as distinct from the history of 
its sources and general development — is of more than usual interest to 
the student of the medieval history of Roman Law in central and western 
Europe. It shews him how the Justinianean law, as embodied in the 
Institutes, Digest, Code, and Novels, further developed under Eastern 
conditions; and it thus gives him an opportunity to compare contem- 
porary development in the Germanic West. By means of comparison he 
is enabled to see clearly the similarities and the differences between the 
two evolutionary processes, and to study the underlying social, economic, 
religious, and political causes which produce divergence and convergence 
in legal growths. Of special interest is a comparison of legal medievalism 
in East and in West; for the Byzantine regions, no less than the 
Rom ano-Ger manic regions of the West, passed through corresponding 
stages of medieval growth in the domain of law. The medieval legal 
development of the East, from the sixth to the ninth century, is 
interrupted by a restoration of the J ustinianean law which corresponds in 
some ways to the revival of the study and influence of that law in Italy 
and Western Europe from the time of the Glossators to the Reception. 
Only by bringing into our studies both the Eastern and the Western 
modes and processes of legal growth, decay, and revival, together with 
their background of racial, social, and political conditions, ever changing 
and ever acquiring new colours drawn from the life of civilisation itself, 
can we hope fully to grasp the nature and significance of the vaster 
movements in medieval legal history. 

In certain parts of Eastern Europe, Graeco-Roman Law survived 
the fall of the Byzantine Empire and the vicissitudes of the following 
centuries. The civil code of Moldavia, published in 1816-17, is a 
codification of Byzantine Law. The civil law of modern Greece is also 
largely indebted to it. The Basilics were sanctioned as law in 1822, but 
were displaced in 1835 in favour of the epitome of Harmenopulus; 
although in framing her civil code Greece followed the Napoleonic code 
as her model, she professes nevertheless to base the law in theory upon 
the edicts of the Emperors as embodied in this “miserable epitome of the 
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epitomes of epitomes” written by Harmenopulus. In his Geschkhte des 
grieclmch-rd mischen Rechts Zacharia von Lingenthal expresses a most 
favourable opinion of the Moldavian code of Byzantine law; and he 
regrets that Greece did not adopt it as the basis of her own codification. 

In an earlier part of this chapter reference has already been made 
to the growth of Greek Canon Law during the Middle Ages. Here it is 
only necessary to observe that the relation between Graeco-Roman Civil 
Law and Greek Canon Law was very close. Under ecclesiastical influence 
many of the texts of the Civil Law — the ’E/eXoy?;, for example — were 
permeated with the principles of canonical jurisprudence. The evolution 
of the ecclesiastical law itself was due in large measure to the work of 
the Emperors. The two bodies of law developed side by side as two 
aspects of the same historical process. The so-called Nomocanons 
illustrate this. In these great compilations the imperial civil laws and 
the ecclesiastical canons on each subject were placed side by side and 
contrasted. Jurists abridged these compilations and also recast them in 
systematic treatises (syntagmata). The N ofj,o/cava>v of John of Antioch, 
a learned priest made Patriarch of Constantinople by Justinian in 5 64, 
was revised and enlarged by Photius and published under Basil in 883. 
Many of the jurists were as good canonists as civilians. Among the 
most distinguished canonists were John Zonaras and Theodore Balsamon, 
both of the twelfth century. 

V. 

Let us turn our attention from the East to the West. In this part 
of the medieval world the background of the history of Roman and 
Canon Law is formed by three vast processes : the decay and fall of the 
Western Roman Empire; the expansion of the Germanic peoples and 
the establishment of their several kingdoms ; the growth of the Church 
and of its law. With the history of the Canon Law itself in the Germanic 
era — the history of its sources and constituent elements — we are not now 
immediately concerned; but it should be noted that, as the Church 
developed, its law also developed and that the ecclesiastical courts of 
Western Christendom everywhere enforced it. Our present object of study 
is the part played by the Roman and the Canon Law in the life of the 
Germanic kingdoms during the period of the decay and fall of the 
Western Roman Empire. What was the influence of those laws on the 
legislation of the barbarians ? 

The establishment of the Germanic kingdoms within the Western 
provinces of the Empire brought Roman Law and Germanic Law face to 
face. The problem as to which of these two bodies of law should govern 
was solved by the Germanic rulers on the principle which had already 
been followed by Rome in meeting a similar problem raised by the spread 
of Roman power and Roman Law to regions inhabited by non -Roman 
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peoples. On the principle of the personality of law 1 the Germanic rulers 
allowed the Roman population to live under Roman Law and the Ger- 
manic population to live under their own native laws and customs. There 
were exceptions to this principle, as we shall see ; but, in general, it long 
governed Germanic legislative policy and judicial practice. 

Owing to the personality of law the written laws of the Germanic 
kingdoms were of two main kinds : the so-called leges romanae , intended 
for the Roman population ; and the so-called leges barbarorum , de- 
signed for the Germanic population. Apart from these there were the 
Capitularies of the Frankish imperial rulers. Our study must now be 
directed to a brief consideration of these three sorts of Germanic legis- 
lation. 

In 506 Alaric II, King of the West (troths, gave his Roman subjects 
their own code of laws, the Lex Romana Visigothorum , known also as the - 
Breviarium Alariciamvm ; and this proved to be the most important of 
all the leges romcmae of the Germanic realms. Alaric’s purpose was to 
epitomise the leading rules of practice and thus to remove the prevailing 
confusion and uncertainty due to the many texts of Roman Law then in 
use. The commission of jurists appointed by the king for the execution 
of this purpose proceeded upon a plan similar to that adopted by the 
lawyers of Justinian’s commission at a later time. Unlike the compilers 
of the Justinianean legislation, however, Alaric’s commissioners neither 
altered nor mutilated the passages of the texts which they chose ; they 
simply deleted those portions of the texts which were no longer appro- 
priate to the social conditions then existing. In selecting texts they drew 
upon both the ius and the lex of the Roman system. From the ius they 
adopted the liber GaK a condensed re-statement or compendium of the 
Institutes of Gaius which had been designed for employment in court 
practice and much used in Roman schools of the fourth and fifth cen- 
turies; and they also selected portions of the Sententiae of Paul us as well 
as a passage from the Responsa of Papinian. From the lex the com- 
missioners took over by far the greater part of the Codex Theodosianus , 
as well as the Novels of Theodosius, Valentinian III, Marcian, Majo- 
rian, and Severus, and some constitutions from the private compilations 
known as the Codex Gregorianus and the Codex Hermogenianus. The 
compilers also incorporated in Alaric’s Breviary an official but worthless 
inter pretatio of all its parts except the liber Gai ; the latter text, having 
been originally adapted to practical use, needed no further commentary. 
The interpretatio was not composed, as sometimes thought, by the Gothic 
compilers of the Breviary ; it was drawn from writings of Roman Law 
teachers of the later period of the Empire in which the earlier texts had 
been adapted to the conditions then prevailing. When the commissioners 

1 But compare Bruns — Pernice — Leiiel, Geschiehte und Quellen des romischen 
ltechts , § 73 (Holtzendorff, Eneyklopadie der Itechtswissenschqft , 6*th edn, by Kohler, 
Vol. x). 
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had completed their task, the Breviary was approved by the popular 
assembly at Aire in Gascony in the year 506; and it was then pro- 
mulgated by the king as the sole code for 'his Roman subjects. Hence- 
forth all other Roman laws were to be ignored. 

Alaric’s Breviary represents in a striking manner the decay of Roman 
Law in the West 1 . At best it is a crude and incomplete compilation if 
we compare it with the codification prepared in the East by Justinian’s 
commission a short time afterwards. But we must not forget that it was 
the work of a barbarian king and as such a rather remarkable achieve- 
ment ; and it certainly possessed the merit of being adapted to the social 
needs of the debased Roman population of Alaric’s kingdom. Besides, 
it helped to preserve some of the texts of Roman Law in a part of the 
old Roman world largely submerged by Germanic barbarians ; and it 
also exerted an influence on the later development of Roman Law in the 
West which entitles it to a conspicuous place in European legal history. 
In many parts of Western Europe the Breviary maintained a high 
authority throughout the Middle Age. 

Attention should also be drawn to the lex romana of the Burgundians. 
Gundobad, King of the Burgundians (474-516), promulgated two law- 
books for his subjects. The so-called Lex Gundobada was a collection of 
royal ordinances, issued about the year 495, applicable to the Burgundians 
and intended also to govern the legal relations between the Burgundians 
and the Romans. But by issuing the Lex Gundobada the king did not 
deprive his Roman subjects of the privilege of living under the Roman 
Law ; in fact he promised and gave them a Roman code of their own. 
This code, the so-called Lex Romana Burgundionum, embraces criminal, 
private, and procedural law. It was intended as an instruction to judges 
and not as a complete codification of the Roman Law ; Roman Law not 
included in the Lex Romana Burgundionum continued to have validity. 
The sources upon which the Code is based are the three Codices 2 , the 
Sententiae of Paul, a writing by Gaius (apparently the Institutes), and 
school interpretations. After the Frankish conquest the Breviarium 
Alarkianum was used to enlarge or supplement the Lex Romana, Bur- 
gimdiormm. Owing to the fact that Alaric’s Breviary and the Lex Romana 
Burgundionum were often placed together in manuscripts, a stupid mis- 
take arose as early as the ninth century. A short passage from Papinian’s 
Reaponsa formed the conclusion of the Breviary. Hence it was thought 
that the Lex Romana Burgundionum, which im modi ately followed the 
Breviary in the manuscripts, was merely a continuation of the passage 
from Papinian, The Lex Romana Burgundionum itself thus came to be 
known as the “ Papian,” an abbreviation for Papinian : a designation 
which, despite the fact that it had and has no meaning, still persists in 
legal literature. 

1 Cf. Vinogradoff, Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe, pp. 6-12. 

2 Greyorianus, Hermoyenianus, and Theodosianus, 



Edictum Theoderici 


723 


The Edictum Theoderici holds a special place among the Germanic 
leges which we are studying. In establishing his Ostrogothic kingdom 
in Italy (493) Theodoric had no intention of obliterating the Roman Law. 
He differed indeed from other Germanic rulers in making the preservation 
of the unity of the Roman Empire a cardinal feature of his policy ; and 
many of his constitutional and legal arrangements were based on this 
conception. The Goths lived in accordance with their own laws, the 
Romans by Roman Law ; while disputes between Goths and Romans 
were settled in accordance with Roman Law. The Edictum Theoderici , 
promulgated probably between the years 511 and 515, arose out of these 
conditions. It was based on Roman legal materials, chiefly the three 
Codices , the writings of Paul, and interpretations ; but it contained also 
new rules. It was designed as a means of preventing or settling dis- 
putes between Goths and Romans, and was applied to both peoples 
alike. 

The Lombards differed from the Ostrogoths in their determination 
to preserve intact their own Germanic institutions. When they became 
masters of northern Italy (568), they treated the Romans as a conquered 
people and completely set aside Roman administrative arrangements. To 
the Romans as well as to the Lombards Germanic constitutional law was 
applied; Germanic law also governed the relations of Romans with 
Lombards. To the relations of Roman with Roman, as well as to matters 
of Roman family relationship and inheritance, the Roman Law seems, 
however, to have been applied. The Lombard Law itself was preserved in 
its Germanic purity, free from Roman legal influence!, down to the middle 
of the seventh century (Edictum Roiharis). Not until the extension and 
strengthening of the Empire was Roman influence noticeable : as, for 
instance, in documents. After Charlemagne, in alliance with the Pope, 
had succeeded in subjugating the Lombards, the Frankish principle of 
the personality of law — the principle that each people should live under 
its own laws — was applied ; and the Roman Law thus came into full force 
for Romans in Lombardy. 

Although no special code or law-book was promulgated for the Romans 
within the Frankish realm in northern France, they lived, nevertheless, 
under Roman Law. From the sixth to the tenth century the Visigothic 
Breviary of Alaric was used in practice within this region as the general 
source of the Roman Law ; but it was never given real statutory authority. 
In the north the Roman population seems indeed to have been of far 
smaller proportions than that of southern France. As a result, the 
Germanic customary law was of predominant importance in the north, 
while in the more Romanised south it played a lesser role, Roman Law 
being more generally applied. This early difference lies at the foundation 
of the later distinction between northern and southern France as the 
pays dii droit coutumier and the pays du droit ecrit 1 . 

1 See pp. 749-50, infra. 
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It is to be observed, finally, that the Church as a juristic person or 
institution — although not the clergy as individuals — was judged by 
Roman Law in accordance with the principle ecclesia vivit lege Romana. 
This principle was embodied in the earliest Germanic folk-laws ; and the 
reason for its firm establishment among the Germanic peoples is that 
the Catholic Church had been derived from the Roman Empire and 
hence had been maintained as a Roman institution. In the legal writings 
and decisions, as well as in the collections of ecclesiastical law, the 
validity of Roman Law seems to have been at all times assumed ; the 
principle ecclesia vivit lege Romana seems indeed never to have been 
contested. In the earlier medieval period the chief source of the Roman 
Law as applied to the Church was Alaric’s Breviary ; while from the ninth 
century onwards Justinian’s Instiiutiones, Codex , and Novellae were also 
in use. Not until the eleventh century were the Pandectae of Justinian 
similarly applied to the Church. 

Especially illuminating as one of the main sources of Roman Law in 
the early Middle Age is the Lex Romana canonice eompta , a collection 
of Justinianean materials for ecclesiastical use dating from the ninth 
century and originating, to all seeming, in Italy 1 . The chief materials 
upon which the compiler has drawn are Justinian’s Institntiones and 
Codex and the collection of Novels known as Iidiani epitome Novellarum 2 . 
These materials the compiler has arranged, in general, according to their 
subject-matter; but it is difficult, as Maassen points out, to find in the 
collection a systematic plan consistently carried out. Materials of hete- 
rogeneous content are sometimes thrown in at places where one would 
least expect to find them. The Lex Romana canonice eompta not only 
served a practical purpose in providing ecclesiastics with rules of Roman 
Law that might be useful to them, but it also helped to preserve the 
texts of the Justinianean law for the employment of future generations 3 . 
Furthermore, it was one of the many Roman legal materials of the 
Middle Age which influenced the growth of the Canon Law. Towards 
the end of the ninth century it was drawn upon by the compiler of the 
collection of canons that was dedicated to Archbishop Anselm of 
Milan. 

The leges romanae of the Germanic kingdoms hold a special place of 
their own in the history of Roman Law in the Middle Ages. They repre- 
sent the decay and barbarisation of the law in the West; but at the 
same time they represent the salvage of a part of the ancient legal culture 

1 See the account given by Maassen, Geschichte der Quelkn und dor Literatur des 
canonischcn liechts , Vol. i, pp. 888-890. 

2 See Kruger, Geschichte der Quellen und Litteratur des rSmischm Rechts , pp. 855, 
384. 

3 On other collections of Roman Law for ecclesiastical use, notably the Mosdicarum 
et Romanorum legum Collatio and the Excerpta of Bobbio, see Tardif, Histoire des 
Sources du Droit Oanonique , pp. 266-269. 
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of the Romans in the midst of the vast disturbance and transformation 
of European society in the early medieval centuries. The leges rommme 
were themselves teachers of Roman legal ideas to the Germanic peoples ; 
they helped to prepare the way for the fusion of Roman and Ger- 
manic laws in the legal systems of later times throughout many parts of 
Europe. 

More significant still, from the point of view of Roman and Canonical 
legal influence on Germanic law, are the so-called leges barbarorum. 
During the period from the fall of the Western Roman Empire to 
the beginning of the ninth century the various Germanic peoples who 
settled within the former provinces of the Empire put their ancient tribal 
customs, or at least a part of them, into writing juxta exemplum Roman - 
orum. It seems to have been feared that unless the customs were reduced 
to writing they would suffer in their competition with the more highly 
developed system of Roman Law. Thus, in addition to the leges romanae, 
the codes for the Romans in the various Germanic states, there arose 
many Germanic popular codes, the so-called leges barbarorum. Many of 
these codes of Germanic law bear marks of Roman and ecclesiastical legal 
influence, not alone in their form but also in their substance. Although 
originally the enactments of popular assemblies, they shew an increasing 
influence of Rome in that the king acquires more and more power in 
legislation ; his share in the making of the codes tends ever to increase. 
Some of the terms applied to the codes, such as edictum and decretum, 
are merely copied from the phraseology of Roman Law; but certain of 
the codes, particularly those in which the people took but a slight share 
as compared with that of the king, shew distinct Roman influence in 
their subject-matter. Apart from the laws of the Anglo-Saxons, which 
are in the native language of the folk, all of the leges barbarorum are in 
Latin — not the classical, but the low Latin from which in due time the 
Romance languages developed ; and this use of Latin is a testimony to 
the influence of Rome upon Germanic law. Many of the codes shew a 
mixture not only of Germanic and Roman elements, but also a mingling 
of two or more Germanic systems due to migrations and various counter- 
influences. 

It is usual to classify the codes in four groups ; but this and all other 
classifications, particularly those based on resemblances and differences, 
must be treated with some caution. On the four-fold classification, the 
Gothic group includes the Visigothic and the Burgundian codes ; the 
Frankish group embraces the Salic, Ripuarian, Chamavian, and Thurin- 
gian codes; the Saxon codes include the Saxon, the Anglo-Saxon, and 
the Frisian ; in the Swabian group are the Alemannic code and its off- 
shoot the Bavarian code. The Lombard code is sometimes classed with 
those of the Saxon group ; but in many ways it occupies a distinct place 
. of its own. 

The codes of the Burgundians and the Visigoths are of special interest 
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from the point of view of Roman influence. Both the Burgundians and 
the Visigoths had formed kingdoms under the Roman Empire before its 
fall ; and both peoples were deeply Latinised and under the strong in- 
fluence of the Roman Law. The result is to be seen in their codes, which 
are attempts to formulate complete systems covering both public and 
private law, after the Roman fashion, in contrast with the usual Germanic 
compilation of a limited number of the most important rules. In sub- 
stance, also, the codes of the Burgundians and the Visigoths shew marked 
features of Roman origin. The deep imprint of Roman Law on these 
codes in large measure explains the distinct characteristics of later legal 
growth in the southern provinces of Gaul — -lower France and upper Italy ; 
for, in contrast with the Germanic character of legal growth in the 
northern part of Gaul, the law in the southern parts was, in a very 
marked degree, of Roman derivation. 

It has already been observed that the Burgundian code of King 
Gundobad (474-516), known as the Lex Gundobada, was applicable to 
Burgundians and Romans alike in their inter-relations, the Roman Law 
being left in force for the Romans as their personal law. Roman influence 
upon Gundobad and his successors is to be seen in various ways, not least 
in the fact that, like the Roman Emperors, they issued decrees supple- 
mentary to the Lex Gundobada which were known in Roman fashion as 
novellae. Even after the fall of the Burgundian kingdom (534), the code 
still possessed validity under Frankish rule as the personal law of the 
Burgundians. 

The Visigothic code, more important than that of the Burgundians, 
passed through two distinct stages of evolution. As the so-called Antiqua , 
the code contained laws of King Euric (466-483), the first of the Ger- 
manic rulers to give written laws to his people, with revisions and 
enlargements by Leovigild (569-586) and Recared (586-601). The 
Antiqua, influenced the Salic, Burgundian, Lombard, and Bavarian codes; 
.and it continued to be the fundamental law of the Visigothic kingdom 
until changed social conditions necessitated a radical legal reform, re- 
sulting in the second Visigothic code, the one known as the Leges 
Vmgothorum. Two main factors produced this code: the ever-increasing 
power of the Church and the slow but well-nigh complete fusion of the 
Germanic and Roman populations into one people. Owing especially to 
the latter fact, the existence of two distinct legal systems — the Antiqua 
for the Visigoths and the Lex Romana Vmgothorum {Breviarium A lari- 
cianum) for the Romans — became an anachronism. Inasmuch as it was 
not possible to give either one of the codes legal validity for the whole 
population, in the reigns of Chindaswinth (641-652) and Receswinth (649- 
67&) the two codes were fused into one, to meet the new social needs. 
Receswin th abolished Alaric’s Breviary of Roman Law ; but lie preserved 
parts of the Antiqua in the new Leges Vmgothorum. Promulgated in 
654 and made binding on Visigoths and Romans alike, the new code 
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became law throughout tlie Visigothie kingdom of Spain and southern 
France. Both in arrangement and in substance the code of Leges Visi- 
gothorum was strongly influenced by the Roman system, including the 
Justinianean codification; and this was likewise one of the main features 
of the later Visigothie compilation which was attributed to King Erwig 
(680-687) and known as the Lex Visigothorum Ervigiana. This latter 
code of the Visigoths, superior to most if not all of the other Germanic 
codes and taken as a model in other Germanic kingdoms, followed closely, 
in many ways, the Roman Law and the canons of the Church. 

Many of the other leges harbarorum of the Gothic, Frankish, Saxon, 
Swabian, and Lombardic groups, even the laws of the Anglo-Saxons, 
displayed the influence of the laws of Rome and the Church in varying 
degrees of intensity ; and this influence tended to increase with the 
progress of time. The full story of the permeation of the Germanic 
leges with Roman and canonical legal elements is fascinating and of 
fundamental importance, but it is at the same time long and complex ; 
it cannot be recounted in this chapter. 

Let us, however, take note of the fact that the rise of the Frankish 
Empire as the resurrected Roman Empire in the West meant a vast 
increase in the influence of the doctrines and rules of Roman and Canon 
Law throughout Europe. The many peoples united under the single 
sway of the Franks continued in general to live under their own laws 
on the Frankish principle of the personality of laws. Charlemagne, 
indeed, decreed in 802 at Aix-la-Chapelle that all the Germanic customs 
should be put in writing; and the survival of personal laws was a 
salient feature of Frankish policy. But over these systems of tribal 
personal law stood the Empire itself, claiming the prerogative of law- 
making. The imperial power was in large measure based both on the 
Roman principle that the Emperor was the source of law and also 
on the ecclesiastical doctrine that imperial authority was divinely be- 
stowed. Founded thus upon Roman and Christian ideas, the Emperor’s 
authority opened the way for a new and vigorous imprint of Roman and 
canonical principles upon the law of Europe. Imperial legislation reached 
to the farthest corners of the Empire, and assisted in moulding the laws 
of many peoples into forms that fitted them to be the basis of the 
systems of national territorial law which ultimately developed in the 
several parts of Europe. The main instruments of the imperial law- 
making power were the Capitularies ; and these were general laws which 
had application to all subjects of the Empire and which possessed terri- 
torial as distinct from personal validity, cutting across and modifying 
the many systems of personal laws in force throughout the imperial 
domain. To this there was one important exception. Although on the 
imperial theory the Frankish Emperor succeeded to the authority of the 
ancient Roman Emperor, no Capitularies of the Frankish Emperor 
supplemented the Roman Law as a system of personal law ; the reason of 
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the legislators themselves being that no one could imagine the Roman 
Law capable of improvement. In many directions, however, the Capitu- 
laries as general territorial law for the Empire embodied principles of 
Roman and Canon Law; and these principles the imperial judges applied 
in their decisions. Judicial power is ever a potent factor in the spread 
of a legal system. It was potent in the time of the Frankish Empire. 
It was potent at a later age in the process of the Reception of Roman 
and Canon Law in Germany. In our own day it has been, and still is, 
a potent factor in the introduction of English Law into Roman-Dutch 
and other legal systems within the British Imperial Commonwealth. Not 
supplanting the pre-existing systems of personal laws, the leges romanae 
and the leges barbarorum, but standing beside them, and in a sense over 
them, the Capitularies as applied by the judges nevertheless aided the 
development of these laws and produced a certain unity of legal evolution 
throughout Europe, the effects of which were not fully manifest till later 
times. Like the Constitutions of the Roman Emperors, the Capitularies 
of the Frankish Emperors were a civilising and unifying force in which 
Roman and Canon Law played a role of high significance. 

The history we have here so briefly sketched is the history of the 
foundations of the several legal systems of modern Western Europe. 
These foundations were Germanic customs and Romanic ideas and prin- 
ciples of civil and canonical law. In the period of the Germanic kingdoms 
these two main legal elements — the Germanic and the Romanic — were 
partly combined, partly fused. But everywhere, in all the many parts 
of Europe, the fusions differed one from another in form and scope ; 
everywhere legal growth meant particularism and diversity. Unity there 
was of a sort, the unity based on the commingling and combination of 
Germanic and Romanic elements. But within this general scheme of 
unity there were almost countless detailed combinations, variations, types; 
and throughout Europe almost innumerable new growths, arising out of 
economic and social life, added themselves to the luxuriant garden of 
Germano-lloman stocks. 

Another historical factor tended also to produce variety in legal 
growths. The gradual spread of feudal institutions turned personal laws 
into territorial laws ; the principle of the personality of law gave place 
to the principle of the territoriality of law. Feudalism meant that law 
was no longer to be carried about by the members of tribes wherever they 
might wander; that law was now in a sense affixed to the soil, that it 
governed the affairs of all the men in a region, a territory. The fact 
that in the feudal age Europe was composed of a vast number of terri- 
torial lordships, large and small, involved the existence of an equal 
number of feudal systems of law and custom. Feudalism, no less than 
tribalism, thus led to particularism, multiplicity, and diversity in the 
domain of law. But in the territorial systems of law that arose as a 
result of feudalism much of the substance of the supplanted personal 
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systems, including both Germanic and Romanic elements, was incor- 
porated 1 . 

Still another important feature of the early Middle Age should be 
noticed. On the map of this age the national lines of modern Europe 
were nowhere to be seen ; but social and political conditions of the time 
were slowly preparing the way for them. In the course of the eleventh, 
twelfth, and thirteenth centuries modern geographical and political 
boundaries were gradually forming themselves ; Europe was slowly 
passing from the age of Germanic kingdoms to the age of the national 
states of later medieval and of modem times. In our history of Roman 
and Canon Law we must now take cognizance of these new frontiers in 
Western Europe; we must deal separately with Italy, Spain, France, 
Germany (with Switzerland and the Netherlands), and England. In the 
history of each one of these countries we must, however, go back to the 
early Middle Age to study the laying of the foundations of the law. 
Nor shall we find that in any one of these regions of Europe there 
was much of legal unity. Within each country particularism in legal 
growth — the particularism of feudal regions, of political divisions and 
sub-divisions of territories, of towns, of different legislatures and courts 
—was one of the main features of the time. Only slowly, and in some 
cases only in modern times, was unity in law attained in the different 
countries. England, with her centralised and unified system of medieval 
common law, was the first to attain it. 

VI. 

Maitland has taught us that “Italy was to be for a while the focus of 
the whole world’s legal history.” It is to Italy, then, that we must first 
direct our thoughts. 

From the fall of the Western Empire to the end of the Middle Age — 
throughout the periods of domination by Ostrogoth, Greek, Lombard, 
Saracen, Norman, and Frank — the Roman Law never ceased to be in force 
in the Italian peninsula. Although this continuity in the history of 
Roman Law in Italy was at one time disputed, it has long since been 
established by the researches of Muratori, Donati IT Asti, Guido Grandi, 
and, finally, by von Bavigny’s great work on the history of Roman 
Law in the Middle Ages. Despite the decay of Roman political power, 
Roman civilisation preserved a stronger hold upon Italy, the very centre 
of Roman history, than upon the other provinces. Roman Law was a vital 
part of that civilisation, and it persisted tenaciously in the face of all the 

1 An interesting illustration is furnished by the history of Catalonian feudalism. 
The Umtges , which Raymond Berengar I put forth in 1064-69, are the earliest known 
feudal code. They were modified by later monarehs and supplemented by the 
introduction of Roman jurisprudence. See Merriman, Rise of the Spanish Umpire , 
Vol. i, p. 476. On law under the feudal system, see General Survey of Events, Sources, 
Persons and Movements (Continental Legal History Series, edited by J. H. Wigmore 
and others, Vol. i), pp. 71-83. 
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foreign invasions. Already entrenched in the life of the peninsula before 
the fall of the Empire* the Theodosian Code long retained a certain 
primacy among the sources of the Roman Law in Italy. The Church 
itself had an interest in maintaining the Code of Theodosius, the 
ecclesiastical constitution and privileges having been founded under 
Roman governments prior to the time of Justinian. Likewise the books 
in use at the bar and in the schools were based on this Code. Neverthe- 
less, the codification of Justinian was put into force in Italy by the 
enactments of the Emperor himself; and, although it did not supplant 
at once the earlier Code, making indeed but slow progress in this 
direction, it ultimately acquired a leading place in the legal life of parts 
of the peninsula. In the regions that were governed from Byzantium the 
Graeco- Roman or Byzantine Law— -particularly in the form of its elabora- 
tion by the legislative reforms of the Eastern Emperors, such as Leo the 
Isaurian lob. 740), Basil the Macedonian (ob. 886), and Leo the Philo- 
sopher {oh, 91£) — was also extensively applied in practice. 

Under Lombard rule Roman Law persisted and even influenced the 
Germanic Lombard Law itself. The legal history of the Lombard kingdom 
possesses indeed many features of special interest to the student of 
medieval Roman Law; and certain of these features are brought into 
clear light only through an understanding of the main characteristics of 
Lombard civilisation and Lombard law. The Ostrogoths had been mere 
military adventurers in Italy; and under the Byzantine Empire’s recon- 
quest they disappeared both as a national and as a legal influence. Wholly 
different is the story of the Lombards. When, in the sixth century, they 
entered Italy, they were in point of civilisation far behind the Roman 
population. But they were so strong in body and mind and so aggressive 
in temperament that they soon conquered a large part of Italy and held 
it tenaciously. Hostile both to the Empire and to the Church, they were 
determined to control all Italy and to hold fast to their own ancient 
civilisation and customs. 

Our interest for the moment centres in these ancient Lombard 
customs. Their history in Italy is like that of other bodies of Germanic 
law in one fundamental particular: contact with the Romans brought 
about their reduction to writing and their modification in form and 
substance. Seventy-five years after the entry of the Lombards into Italy, 
Rothari gave their customary law its written form in his famous Edict of 
643. Later kings made supplements to the Edict: Grimoald in 668, 
Liutprand between 713 and 735, Ratcliis in 746, and Aistulf from 750 
to 754). What, now, were the Roman influences that played upon this code 
of Lombard Law? Not only was the idea of a written code derived from 
the Romans; the designation of the code as an “edict” was a result of 
Roman conceptions still prevalent in Italy. The very language of the 
code was that of the conquered people; and it is possible that Romans, 
more particularly Roman ecclesiastics, took some part in the framing of 
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the Edict and its supplements. The text of the Edict, especially that of 
the supplements, bears abundant evidences of the incorporation of Roman 
and Canon Law. In his preamble Rothari transcribes expressions used in 
the Gothic and Roman codes. The Edict or its supplements contain, in 
identical or nearly identical words, texts of the imperial decrees, the 
Bible, the canons, and the Fathers of the Church. Roman and Canonical 
legal influence tends to increase as the Lombard code is amended and 
enlarged by the supplements to Rothari’s work. This tendency is 
strikingly illustrated by the supplements of Liutprand (713-735). The 
influence of Roman Law may be seen in Liutprand’s imitation of its ideas 
and terms and in many points of substantive law; thus, Liutprand 
introduces reforms, based on Roman Law, in respect of wills, women’s 
rights of succession, the guardianship of minors, prescription, and 
mortgages. Even more significant is the influence of Canon Law on 
Liutprand’s legislation. During his reign the influence of the Church 
grew steadily; and he was the Church’s main agent in the moulding 
of Lombard Law in conformity with the Church’s law. Many provisions of 
Canon Law were thus purposely incorporated in the code of the Lombards ; 
for example, canonical doctrines as to impediments to marriage, the 
privileges of ecclesiastics, the recognition of the pontifical primacy, and 
penalties upon the pagan practices still surviving. Ratchis and Aistulf 
followed in Liutprand’s footsteps. 

Strong ecclesiastical influence on the legislation of Germanic rulers is 
characteristic of legal growth throughout many parts of the West in this 
period; but it is especially striking in the case of Lombardic legislation. 
The permeation of the code of Rothari and his successors by the rules and 
principles of Canon Law shews us clearly how the Church, as the framer 
and interpreter of divine law, inspires the modification of secular law to 
suit the precepts of divine law. Comparisons between legal growth in the 
West and legal growth in the East, in the successive periods of medieval 
history, are ever enlightening. Let us not forget, then, that, at the very 
time when the Church is moulding the Lombardic Law along Latin- 
C’hristian lines in the reigns of Liutprand and Ratchis, the same Church 
influence is effecting a profound change in the law of the East. In the 
West, Liutprand supplements in 713-735, and Ratchis supplements in 
746, the Edict of Rothari; while in the East, Leo the Isaurian’s famous 
’E/cXoyy, an abstract of the Justinianean codification so coloured by 
Greek ecclesiastical ideas and principles that it may be described as 
a Christian law-book, appears in 740. Not only in this period does 
Canon Law exert a moulding influence on secular law throughout the 
world. Throughout the whole of the Middle Age that influence is 
continually shaping the form and content of Graeco-Roman Law in the 
East and Germanic-Roman Law in the West. In some periods the 
ecclesiastical influence on secular law is stronger than in others; but at all 
times there is a steady tendency in that direction. 
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Let ns now turn to another aspect of the history of Roman and 
Canon Law in the Italian Middle Age. Great schools of law arose in Italy 
in which these two closely related legal systems were studied and taught by 
scholars. In one sense an account of the rise and the work of these 
schools belongs to Italian history. But when we contemplate the far- 
reaching influence of these seats of learning and instruction in Roman and 
in Canon Law, particularly when we observe Bologna’s world-wide effect 
on constitutional and legal development and on political and juridical 
thought, we can see at once that we are dealing with one of the most vital 
aspects of the general history of civilisation. In law, as in art, letters, 
and other features of culture, Italian history is at the same time world 
history. 

Throughout the darkest period of the Middle Age — from the fifth to 
the tenth century — legal studies in the West were never entirely 
interrupted. Although there seem to have been no organised law 
schools and no juristic studies of the highest order, there was neverthe- 
less, as a part of the. general culture of the times, a partial salvage of 
Roman legal materials and some scholarly attention to their form and 
content. Monks and ecclesiastics made transcripts and abstracts from 
the juristic fragments which had survived from antiquity; and these 
formed the basis of study in the schools of arts. In the curriculum above 
the rudiments law found its place under dialectic at the end of the 
trivium of grammar, rhetoric, and dialectic. For a long time legal 
instruction in Italy was for the most part in the keeping of the practi- 
tioners of the law; judges and notaries taught their successors and thus 
preserved from generation to generation the traditions of the profession. 
The Frankish period marks, however, the beginning of a far-reaching move- 
ment. Lawgraduallycame to be regarded more and more asascience. Books 
were written dealing with the practice, the theory, and the history of the 
law. The methods of legal education were steadily improved. There 
arose in Italy great schools or universities of law. The legal renaissance 
spread from Italy to all parts of Europe. 

The Italian law schools of the early Middle Age were of two kinds. 
There were schools of Lombard Law at Milan, Mantua, Verona, and 
Pavia; while, apart from schools kept by bishops and monks, the chief 
schools of Roman Law were at Ravenna and Bologna. The emphasis 
placed either on Lombard or on Roman Law in each one of these several 
schools corresponded to the legal conditions prevailing in the localities 
where the schools were situate. Legal conditions were constantly 
changing, however, as a result of the struggle between Lombardic and 
Roman Law in the practice of the courts; and this struggle in legal life 
was reflected in the work of the schools. 

The chief of the schools of Lombard Law was at Pavia, the capital of 
the Lombard kingdom ; and by the close of the tenth century the Pavcse 
school had risen into fame. There had been at Pavia a grammar school, 
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in which law was of course included in the curriculum from an early time; 
but, chiefly owing to the fact that the Palace Court, the supreme tribunal, 
was located at Pavia, legal studies were in general in the charge of the 
judges and practitioners. Out of this system of apprenticeship university 
instruction in law slowly developed; and, although the precise date of the 
founding of the Pavese school is nobetter known than that of the other early 
Italian schools of law, we learn much of its history from an “Exposition 
of Lombard Laws” written towards the close of the eleventh century, at 
a time when the Pavese school of Lombard Law was declining and when 
the Roman Law was already being cited as the lex generalis. From this 
book it is clear that the Pavese jurists “belonged to two distinct schools 
of thought. The antiqui or veteres devoted their time and thought to the 
national Lombardie Law and its interpretation ; and these jurists flourished 
down to the beginning of the eleventh century. The moderni , on the other 
hand, were the jurists learned in the Roman Law and interested in it as 
the source of rules and principles for the development and improvement 
of the national Lombardie Law ; and in the second half of the eleventh 
century this modernist school of thought was in the ascendency. The 
most prominent of the Pavese lawyers belonged to one or other of 
these two groups. Thus, Valcausus and Bonifllius were among the anti - 
qu% while Gulielmus and Lanfranc belonged to the moderni, Lanfranc, 
the son of a judge, early rose to a place of eminence among the Pavese 
jurists; and, later in life, not only did he found a school at the abbey of 
Bee, where students flocked to his lectures, but he became adviser to 
William the Conqueror and Archbishop of Canterbury. The best of the 
moderni were expert Roman lawyers, deriving their knowledge not from 
mere practice-books, but from the Roman legal sources themselves. In its 
later period, before its decline towards the end of the eleventh century, 
Pavia could be reckoned, therefore, among the schools of Roman as well 
as of Lombard Law. 

At Rome itself the teaching of Roman Law, which in the time of the 
classical jurists had been a voluntary and private undertaking, appears 
to have continued down at least to the end of the eleventh century. 
Theodosius seems, however, to have given the Roman schools an official 
organisation. Certainly before the fall of the Western Empire the teachers 
at Rome were in receipt of official salaries; and this arrangement was 
continued by the Ostrogothic kings and by Justinian. By his decree 
Omnem (533) Justinian assigned official schools to Rome and Constanti- 
nople, and by his Pragmatic Sanction (554) he decreed that the salaries 
of law teachers should continue, so that the youth might not fail of good 
instruction. When the Empire’s authority yielded to the Church’s au- 
thority at Rome, studies in Roman Law suffered a change. Ecclesiastical 
authorities maintained a thorough acquaintance with Justinian’s law- 
books and an interest in Roman legal science, but by giving to Roman 
legal studies a purely ecclesiastical tone they deprived the Roman Law of 
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its former Roman spirit and independence of thought. By the end of the 
eleventh century Rome itself was in a state of decadence, owing to its 
sack by the Normans in 1084; and Odofred, the Bolognese jurist, tells 
us that, in consequence, Roman legal studies were transferred from Rome 
to Ravenna. The origin of the Ravennese school may well go back to 
the period of the Exarchate, a time when Ravenna was the only seat of 
Roman authority in Italy; but certain it is that at the close of the 
eleventh century it was a well-organised and flourishing centre of Roman 
legal study. Odofred asserts that Ravenna’s success as a school was due 
to the taking of the manuscripts of Justinian’s law-books from Rome, 
and that at a later time Bologna’s success was equally caused by carrying 
them there from Ravenna 1 . 

Various other causes contributed, however, to the rise of Bologna as 
the most illustrious of all the Italian law schools of the Middle Ages — 
the very centre’ 'of- juristic learning and of its diffusion throughout the 
civilised world. Bologna’s central geographical position and its judicial 
and commercial importance, the political favour shown to the law school, 
and the genius of its teachers, were among the leading factors in estab- 
lishing the fame of the school. But of special importance were the qualities 
which early distinguished its teaching. The school assimilated and united 
all of the legal elements derived from the past, and took a broad and 
independent attitude towards the various divergent tendencies in juridical 
thought. It adopted and combined the features of legal science already 
evolved in the schools of Constantinople, Pavia, and Ravenna ; and it 
enjoyed the favouring influences of Pisa and the adjacent Tuscan regions, 
such as their Renaissance spirit. Byzantine j uristic studies formed a back- 
ground. The method of glosses and of parallel passages already applied 
by Pavese jurists to the texts of Lombard Law was none other than the 
method chosen by the early Bolognese glossators. Pisa was long in 
possession of the most complete and most famous of all the manuscript 
texts of Justinian’s Digest, the manuscript now in the Laurentian Library 
at Florence ; and distinguished Tuscan jurists, such as Pepo and Gratian, 
the founder of the new school of Canon Law, taught at Bologna. Finally, 
owing to the political conditions of the time, Bologna possessed the 
exceptional advantage of being the one city in Italy where Roman legal 
study could best establish itself afresh, with every prospect of great 
success, under its traditional imperial patron. 

The revival of Roman legal studies at Bologna resulted in a return 
to the treatment of law as a science which had characterised the work of 
the classical j urists eight centuries before. The popular Roman Law which 

1 On the Pisan (later the Florentine) MS. of the Digest and the other MSS. of the 
Justiniaiiean law at the disposal of the Bolognese jurists, see Kriiger, Qeschichte (hr 
Quelten wid Litteratur des ri'mischen Rectos, § 52 ; Bruns — Peruice — Lenel, Geschichte 
und Quellen des runmehen iiechts, § 77 (Holtzendorff, JSncyklopiidie der Rechtmisscn- 
schafi , 6th edn, by Kohler, Vol. i). 
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had been evolved in practice, in response to the social needs of the inter- 
vening feudal epoch, was disregarded by the jurists, their sole aim being 
to know the texts of the Justinianean codification and to expound them 
scientifically. Not only was law separated from dialectic and other 
branches of study and given its own separate place in education, but it 
was also deprived of its character as a mere handmaid to the practitioners. 
These methods and purposes of legal study spread outwards from Bologna. 
In the course of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries old law schools 
were given fresh life and new schools were established. From Bologna 
there were migrations of teachers to other places where schools were set 
tip ; and some of these, such as the schools at Padua, Siena, and Pisa, 
became permanent and influential seats of legal learning. Rulers also 
restored or founded schools on the Bologna pattern, this being the origin 
of the State schools, such as those at Naples and Rome. In many schools 
Canon Law was added to Roman Law as one of the important branches of 
study. As the universities grew they sought the support of the Emperor 
or the Pope ; and nearly all of them obtained the privileges and pro- 
tection afforded by papal bull or imperial charter. 

The Bolognese jurists possessed manuscripts of all parts of Justinian’s 
codification— Digest, Institutes, Code, and Novels; and the peculiar 
state or form of the manuscripts largely controlled the course of their 
study. Thus, there were several texts or readings of the Digest known 
as literae. The text of manuscripts which were earlier than the Pisan 
manuscript, or which differed from it, was known as litem veins {litera 
communis, liter a antiqua)', the Pisan manuscript was designated as the 
litera Pisana ; while a composite text, formed by a collation of all the 
other texts for school use at Bologna, was called the litera vulgata. 
Likewise there was a peculiar three-fold division of the contents of the 
Digest. That part of the Digest which extended from the beginning to 
Book XXIV, title 2, was known as Digestum Vetus ; the part onwards to 
the end of Book XXXVIII was designated as the Infortiatum ; while 
the remainder, from Book XXXIX to Book Lj was called the Digestum 
Novum. This very remarkable classification of the parts of the Digest, 
which long persisted in European scholarship, has been explained, on 
the basis of the traditional views of the glossators, as the result of the 
transfer of the Justinianean manuscripts from Ravenna to Bologna. 
Irnerius, when he began to work on the manuscripts at Bologna, did not 
have the full text of the Digest ; and, when he afterwards became familiar 
with the missing portion in the middle of the manuscripts, he named it 
the Infortiatum (the “ fortification ” or “ fortifying addition ”). What- 
ever may be the value of this traditional view, reported by Odofred, one 
of the Bolognese glossators, and now generally accepted by scholars, it 
clearly points to the fact, as Calisse, in his Storia del diritto italiano , 
has pointed out, that this triple division of the Digest’s contents must 
have been made at Ravenna before the time of Irnerius, It was but 
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natural that a long manuscript, such as that of the Digest, should have 
been physically divided into parts for the scholar’s or student’s con- 
venience ; but, as remarked by Calisse, “ why the division should have 
fallen at those particular books is the unexplainable feature ; unless we 
regard it as a reminiscence of Justinian’s own instructions (persisting 
into the Middle Ages), for the study of his law-books .” 1 

The Glossators treated the several parts of Justinian's codification as 
an entirety and as forming, together with certain other legal sources, the 
Corpus iuris civilis. They distributed the matters of the Corpus iuris 
civilis into five volumes ( volumina ). The three parts of the Digesta * 
formed in the manner already explained, they placed in the first three 
volumes; while in the fourth volume they put the first nine books of 
the Codew . The fifth volume embraced all the rest of the subject-matter 
of the Corpus iuris civilis, namely, the Institutiones, one hundred and 
thirty-four of the Novellae in Latin (known as the Authenticum), and 
the remaining three books of the Codex ( tres libri). In addition to all 
these Justinianean materials the Glossators also inserted in the fifth book 
of the Corpus iuris civilis — immediately after the Authenticum. — the text 
of the Lombard feudal law ( libri feudorurti) and several laws of the 
Emperors Frederick I, Frederick II, and Conrad. Inasmuch as 
the fifth volume, with its miscellaneous contents, could not be 
referred to by its general character, as in the case of the first four 
volumes, it was known by the Glossators as Volumen simply, or, by reason 
of the fact that it was much smaller than the other volumes, as Volumen 
Parvum. 

The method adopted by the jurists who established the fame of the 
Bologna law school was that of the gloss (yXdxrcra, equivalent to verbum , 
lingua , vox), or textual interpi'etation. The jurists themselves thus came 
to be known as the Glossators ; and it was they who gave to the school 
its earlier tendency and character. Glosses were not a new thing ; within 
the field of law they had already been employed in the study of medieval 
Lombard and Roman Law. The new feature of the Bolognese school, the 
one which gives it its unique position, was the application of the glossa- 
torial method for the first time to the texts of the law-books of Justinian. 
The adoption of this method at Bologna came about quite naturally, 
inasmuch as the law school was itself an outgrowth of the grammar 
school; and there was also the additional reason to be found in the 
persistent tradition of Justinian’s order that his laws should not be 
altered in sense by a liberal as distinct from a literal interpretation. 
Literal interpretation, moreover, was particularly needful as a means of 
arriving at a correct text of the Justinianean codification. Although at 
first, therefore, the gloss was but a short explanation or interpretation 
of a difficult single word in terms of an equivalent, it soon became also, 

1 Coustitutio Ovnnem, prefixed to the Digest. See Buckland, Roman Law from 
Augustus to Justinian, p. 49. 
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in the hands of the jurists, an explanation of a passage or of an entire 
lex or even of a legal principle embodied in the text. These two forms 
of the gloss became known respectively as the “interlinear 11 and the 
“ marginal.” The explanation of a single word was placed above it, 
between the lines (“ interlinear”), while the explanation of a passage was 
placed beside it on the margin of the text (“marginal”); and to each 
gloss the glossator affixed his initials or some other mark or indication 
of his identity. As the work of the school advanced, the gloss became 
more and more elaborate and lost its original signification. It became, 
in fact, the means of embodying the results of the master’s legal re- 
searches. “It included,” says Calisse 1 , “critical notes on the variant 
readings ( vanantia ) of different manuscripts. It brought together loci 
\ parallel i, which helped to elucidate the point. When these passages were 
in conflict ( ontinomia ), it sought to reconcile them or to decide on 
the preferable one. Thus, finally, we find the gloss developing into a 
genuine commentary, with all its proper appurtenances — the summary 
(gumma), the putting of illustrative cases (casus), the deduction of a 
genuine maxim ( brocardus ), and the discussion of concrete legal problems 
(quae-sUoncs).” 

'The creative work of the Glossators falls within the period from the 
early part of the twelfth to the middle of the thirteenth century. Pepo, 
the Pisan jurist who migrated to Bologna, was the one who first taught 
by the new method, but the real establisher of the glossatorial school, 
the lucema iuris, was Irnerius. His glosses covered the whole range of 
the Justinianean texts, and, inasmuch as he had practised at the bar and 
had close touch with the actualities of legal life, his teaching combined 
in a striking manner both theory and practice. The work of Irnerius was 
followed by that of the famous “Four Doctors” — B ulgarus, Martinus, 
Jacobus, and Hugo — the activities of these four Glossators constituting 
perhaps the most illustrious period in the whole history of the Bologna 
school. Two pupils of B ulgarus — Johannes and Rogerus— were at the 
same time the teachers of Azo and Hugolinus. Azo’s greatest work was 
his Sunvma of the Institutes and the Codex, a work Which superseded, 
within its field, all previous productions of the school. At the bar there 
was a proverb that “who has not Azo, goes not to court (chi non ha Azzo, 
non vada a palazzo)” In the study of Roman Law Azo’s Surnma was 
regarded as essential as the very text of the Corpus iuris civilis itself; 
and a knowledge of it was necessary to one who would enter the gild of 
judges. To the school of Glossators belonged also other distinguished 
jurists, among them being Placentinus, Vacarius, Burgundio, Carolus of 
Tocco, and Roffredus of Benevento. Accursius, the last of the pro- 
minent Glossators, is also the most famous of them all. He was born near 
Florence in 1182. After a period of study at Bologna, he taught there 

1 See General Survey of Events, Sources, Persons and Movements in Continental 
Legal History (Continental Legal History Series, Vol. i), p. 137. 
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for over forty years, retired in order to finish his gloss, and died about 
1260. The gloss of Aecursius was marked off from those of all the other 
Glossators as the Accursiana or ordinaria. Aecursius and his gloss soon 
came to represent everything that the Bologna school meant in juris- 
prudence. His work embodied the results of all his predecessors ; and, in 
a way, he supplanted all of them. The accumulated glossatorial learning 
of a century and a half was confusing, in the wealth of its details and in 
the variety of j uridical opinions, to the practitioners in the courts. They 
found it difficult or even impossible to make their way through the maze 
which the Glossators had gradually erected. To the practitioners, there- 
fore, the comprehensive and orderly collection of Aecursius was the new, 
the up-to-date luminary of the law which the work of Irnerius had 
been at an earlier time. In the schools the Accursiana supplanted all the 
other glosses and even the Justinianean text itself. In the practice of the 
courts the saying, Quidquid non agnoscit glossa nec agnoscit curia. , a 
variant of the proverb chi non ha Azzo non vada a palazzo , was pre- 
valent 1 ; the gloss of Aecursius, that is, was held by the courts to be the 
law. This very saying in the courts shews us, however, that the school 
of the Glossators was already in rapid process of decay. For a time 
Aecursius was followed by other Glossators, such as Odofred; but, on 
the whole, it is fair to say that the great gloss of Aecursius virtually 
terminated the work of the school of Glossators. The Accursiana was 
itself the main symptom of decadence in the school. The original intent 
of the Glossators^ in the days of Pepo and Irnerius, had been to focus 
attention upon the texts of Justinian’s codification as the primary and 
pure sources of the law. To the early Glossators the revival of the 
Justinianean law meant that the texts themselves should be the basis of 
study and practice alike. The discarding of the text for the gloss, the 
mechanical following of the Accursiana , indicated that the science of the 
pure Roman Law had yielded place to practice; for it was the gloss which 
adapted and applied the sixth-century texts to the practical course of 
thirteenth-century judicature. What society in the fourteenth century 
needed, therefore, was a new juristic method in place of the stereotyped 
mechanism of the Accursiana represented by the maxim Quidquid non 
agnoscit glossa nec agnoscit curia. The time was ripe for the emergence 
of a method of jurisprudence which should base itself upon contemporary 
Roman Law, and not upon the Roman Law of the classical jurists and of 
J ustinian in times gone by. The method which was developed to supply 
this social need of medieval Italy and Europe was the method of the Post- 
Glossators — the “ Commentators.” 

The method of the Commentators— the one which had its rise in the 
latter part of the thirteenth century at a time when Aecursius was still 
in his ascendency — represented a reaction against the gloss. The path 

1 On the history of this saying in Germany, see Dernburg, Pandekten, 6th edn, 
§§ 3 , 4 . 
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chosen by the jurists of the newer tendency was the well-worn path of 
scholasticism as distinct from the route marked out for them by the 
fourteenth-century literary writers of the Renaissance, such as Dante, 
Petrarch, and Boccaccio. To the claims of this great intellectual 
awakening the lawyers, bound as they were by tradition and narrowed 
by the practice of courts, did not respond until, at a much later period, 
they turned from the narrow path of scholasticism into the broader ways 
of the humanists. Calisse remarks that, when the system of the Commen- 
tators “after a formative period was finally developed, it stood forth as 
the apotheosis of a painstaking logic. The jurist’s ideal now was to 
divide and subdivide; to state premises and then to draw the inferences; 
to test the conclusion by extreme cases sometimes insoluble and always 
sophistical; to raise objections and then to make a parade of over- 
throwing them — in short, to solve all problems by a fine-spun logic. He 
who nearest reached this ideal was accorded the highest fame in his 
science.” Although already antiquated by the time of the Commentators, 
the dialectic method as followed by them no doubt put new life into 
juristic studies. But decay set in rapidly. Prolixity upon easy topics and 
silence upon difficult ones became the rule. Cujas justly passes this 
sentence upon the Commentators as a school : Verbosi in re jfacili, in 
difficili muti , in anguda diffnsi. A copious mass of books, written in a 
crude harsh style, poured forth: a mass which, it is said, would have 
mad e multorum camelorum onus. Once more the original texts of the 
Justinianean law were lost to view in the intricacies of the dialectic exer- 
cises of the Commentators. The worship of authorities followed as a 
necessary consequence ; it is said that lecturers, practitioners, and judges 
did hardly more than cite authorities by name and treatise. Ultimately 
came the doctrine of communis opinio , the doctrine that the j uristic view 
which had the greater number of supporters in the books was the sound 
view; and thus, after the lapse of nearly ten centuries, there was 
practically a return to the famous Law of Citations of Theodosius II and 
Valentinian III (426). Judged by the standards of the classical jurists of 
Rome, or by those of the Glossators in their period of brilliance, the 
Commentators stand on a far lower plane in respect of originality and 
fruitfulness of juristic thought. One of the main reasons is that they 
stood aloof from the spirit and purpose of the Renaissance. It is, however, 
generally agreed by scholars that the school of the Commentators had 
merits as well as faults. Although their modes of thought and their 
methods were of the past, their gaze was upon the present. The Glossators 
sought only to know the Roman Law of Justinian’s time ; the Commen- 
tators endeavoured to know the Roman Law of their own day. The real 
achievement of the Commentators consisted in their adaptation of the 
older law of Justinian to the legal conditions of their time, their har- 
monising of the Justinianean texts with the other legal sources invoked 
by the courts, notably the city statutes, feudal and Germanic customs, 
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the rules and principles of Canon Law. In the words of Calisse, “the 
old science was made over into a new one; and Roman law was trans- 
formed into an Italian law.'” The special talent of the Commentators 
created a literature — a body of commentaries on Romano-Italian Law 
— which acquired the force of binding law and played a role of great 
importance in legal life. Their method — known as the mus Italicus or 
Italian method — was itself destined to have a far-reaching influence; 
for it was adopted in other European countries, chiefly in France and 
Germany. 

To the school of the Commentators belonged the poet Cino of 
Pistoia (1270-1336), Albericus of Rosate (ob. 1354), Bartolus of Sasso- 
ferrato (1314-1357), Baldus of the Ubaldi (1327-1400), Luke of Penna 
(lecturer in 1345), Bartholomew Salicetus (1330-1412), Raphael Ful- 
gosius (1367-1471), Paul of Castro (ob. 1441), Marian and Bartholomew 
Socinus of Siena, Philip Decius, and Jason Mainus. Of all the Com- 
mentators, Bartolus of Sassoferrato, who died at the age of forty- 
three in his early prime, stands out as the greatest and most in- 
fluential. He studied under Cino at Perugia and also under Raniero of 
Forli ; at the age of twenty he became a lecturer at Bologna, later 
moving to Pisa and finally to Perugia ; and, among his public appoint- 
ments, he held the post of councillor to the Emperor. His writings, 
which cover nearly the whole range of the law and are of a higher 
quality than those of the other Commentators, include lectures at 
Bologna, commentaries on all the titles of the Digest, legal opinions 
( condlia ), and many treatises or essays on various branches of public and 
private law. The chief title of Bartolus to fame rests upon his great 
contribution to the work of his school in transforming the legal growths 
of the past into the law of the fourteenth century. The lawyers of his 
school came to be known simply as “Bartolists.” The eminence of 
Bartolus is also strikingly manifest in the professional maxim that no one 
is a jurist who is not a Bartolist {Nemo iurista nisi sit Bartolista). In 
many parts of Europe the opinions of the great Commentator were held 
to be the law itself. The most distinguished of all the successors of 
Bartolus was his own pupil, Baldus of the Ubaldi, who was a Canonist 
as well as a Romanist ; he taught not only at Bologna, but also at Pisa, 
Florence, Padua, and Pavia. 

The school of the Commentators long held dominance in Italy. Even 
the attacks of Dante, Petrarch, and Boccaccio, and the great movement 
of humanism in the fifteenth century, did not turn the jurists to freer 
and more enlightened methods of legal science. Boccaccio’s remark, that 
law had ceased to be a science at all, summarised the antipathy of the 
new scholarship to the communis opinio, the casuistry, the mos Italicus, of 
the Commentators. The attack of the fifteenth-century humanists re- 
sulted in a protest against the Corpus iuris civilis itself. Tribonian was 
reproached for mutilating the writings of the classical jurists; and even 
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the fragments of those writings embodied in the Digest were now, declared 
the humanists, buried beneath a mass of crude medieval commentaries. 
These attacks, however, did not turn into new channels the main current 
of professional thought and activity. Even into the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries the lawyers proceeded on the lines marked out by Bartolus. 
The “practical jurists 11 continued the work of the Commentators by 
adapting the mass of Roman legal materials to the needs of daily practice 
in the courts. For them practice, as distinct from legal science or the 
theory and the history of the law, was the main thing. Despite the 
defects of the school of practical jurists, their work was nevertheless of 
real value ; for it brought prominently to view the fact that the law was 
changing day by day, and that the Roman element in the law must be 
shaped and adapted to social needs. Only in modern times has this view- 
point of the Commentators and the practical jurists been fully recognised 
as a true contribution to the science of law. 

Humanism was not without its effects upon Italian legal studies in 
the fifteenth century; but, on the whole, the new movement was 
represented, within the domain of law, by the work of classical scholars 
and poets and not by that of professionally-trained lawyers. Lorenzo 
Valla (ob. 1457), Pomponius Leto (1428-1498), and Angelo Politian 
(1454-1496), were among the leaders of the new humanist school of legal 
science; and to the enthusiastic study of the Roman legal texts — •not 
only the Justinianean codification but more especially the earlier materials, 
such as the fragments of the classical j urists and the Theodosian Code — 
these scholars turned their learning and their skill. Their aim was to 
restore the Roman Law of the classical jurists as the basis of Justinian’s 
law-books and of later legal growth; they sought to establish legal 
science on the broad foundations of history and philosophy. Legal 
research, both in textual criticism and in methods of dealing with the 
substantive law embodied in the texts, was thus given new and more 
advanced tendencies. While preserving contempt for the Commentators, 
these early Italian humanists in law always recognised the soundness of 
the methods of the Glossators. Their full sympathy with the general 
movement of humanism, however, enabled Valla, Leto, Politian, and their 
successors to disregard the limitations which bound the Glossators; arid 
it is the general view of scholars that their work meant indeed a real 
advance in Romanist legal studies. The work of these earlier humanists 
was carried on by Andrew Alciat (1492-1552), whose legal writings and 
career have given him a deserved place of fame among Italian jurists and 
have caused him to stand out as the personification of the new school of 
legal thought. His main work, however, was done abroad; for, in 1518, 
he proceeded to Avignon and transplanted to France the methods of the 
science he had learned in Italy. 

Let us for a moment retrace our steps to consider the study and 
teaching of Canon Law in the Italian Middle Age. 
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We have already seen that Gratian himself taught Canon Law in the 
convent of St Felix at Bologna, and that in many of the schools influenced 
by the great law school of Bologna the Canon Law, no less than the 
Civil Law, formed a part of the curriculum. The schools or universities 
made doctores decretonm as well as doctores legum. In the teaching of the 
Canon Law the magistri gave oral lessons ( lecturae ) based directly on the 
text; and it was the short remarks, originally written in the margin of 
the text, in explanation of its words, which became the glosses of the 
masters. The glosses, constantly increased by additions, took permanent 
form. They were reproduced in later copies of the manuscripts and finally 
included in the printed editions of the Corpus iuris canonici, notably in 
the official Roman edition of 1582 prepared by the correctores romani in 
the pontificate of Gregory XIII. The Italian school of Glossators was 
not, therefore, confined to the civilians, embracing as it did the magistri 
who glossed the canonical texts; and this is a feature of the revival of 
juristic studies, at Bologna and other Italian schools, of far more than 
ordinary interest. 

Among the chief glossators of the Decretum were Paucapalea, 
Gratian’s first disciple, Ruflnus (1160-1170), John of Faenza (c. 1170), 
Joannes Teutonicus (c/1210). The gloss of Teutonicus, as revised and 
completed by Bartholomeus Brixiensis (of Brescia), became the glossa 
ordinaria decreti. Vincent the Spaniard and Bernard of Botone (Ber- 
nardus Parmensis, who died in 1263) wrote glosses on the Decretals, 
that of the latter being the glossa ordinaria. The well-known Joannes 
Andreae (c. 1340) was the author of the glossa ordinaria on the Liber 
Sextus. That on the Clementinas, begun by Andreae, was finished by 
Cardinal Zabarelk (ob. 1417). 

Apart from the glosses, the writings of the canonists, like those of the 
civilians, fall into several groups. Thus, the canonistie literature consists 
chiefly of Apparatus, Summae, Quaestiones, and Consilm. But while, 
owing to differences in method, different schools of the civilians may be 
distinguished, the canonists are not in general divided into schools, except 
upon questions as to the relations of the Papacy to the national Churches 
and the secular powers. The systematic Canon Law of the Middle Age is 
embodied very largely in the Summae. Some of the early disciples of 
Gratian wrote Summae , including Paucapalea (1150), Roland Bandinelli 
(later Alexander III, c. 1150), Ilufinus (c. 1165), Etienne of Tournai 
(Stephanus Tornacensis, c. 1168), John of Faenza (c. 1170), Sicard, Bishop 
of Cremona (c. 1180), and, perhaps more important than all, Huguccio 
or Hugucius (c. 1180). Writers of Summae of the Decretals include 
Bernard of Pavia (c. 1195), Sinibaklo Fieschi (Innocent IV, c. 1240), 
Wilhelmus Durantis (Durandus), Joannes Andreae, and Nicholas de 
Tudeschis. The Summa Aurea or Summa Hostiensis, written by Henry 
of Susa (ob. 1271), who was Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, is a work of 
the highest value. The numerous treatises dealing with canonical pro- 
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cedure, which form a special branch of canonistic literature, are called 
Ordhnes Iudiciarii and are to be compared with the similar treatises of the 
legistae or civilians. The 0?'do Iudicimius of Tancred (1214-1216) 
largely displaced the works of earlier canonists on this subject 1 . The 
fifteenth century, although it is identified with the Spaniard John of 
Torquemada and the Italian Panormitanus, is not as rich in canonistic 
literature as the earlier ones. In the period after the Council of Trent 
many distinguished canonists wrote commentaries on the Corpus iuris 
canonici. 

VII. 

It is time to glance at the history of the spread of Roman and Canon 
Law in medieval Spain. 

The mixture of racial elements in the peninsula from the very 
beginning of its history gives to Spanish legal history a complexity which 
distinguishes it from the history of most of the other bodies of European 
Law. Even to-day Spanish Law reflects the historical movements and 
changes which finally produced the Spanish nation and gave it political 
unity and imperial dominion. Of all the factors which have created the 
Spanish legal system in a long process of evolution Roman influence has 
been predominant; back to the law of Rome, Spain, of all the nations of 
Western Europe, traces her law in most direct descent. Numerous legal 
sources survive to prove that Roman legal influence was profound and 
that it left an indelible imprint on the law of succeeding ages. In many 
ways the history of peninsular law under the domination of the Romans 
constitutes one of the most enlightening chapters in the history of the 
spread of Roman Law to the provinces before the disappearance of the 
Western Empire. Profound as was the Romanisation of law ill Spain, it 
was nevertheless not absolute. In Spain, as in other provinces of the 
Empire, the Roman Law came into contact with native (here Ibero- 
Celtic) customs and possibly also with Phoenician and Greek Law intro- 
duced by the early colonists from the East. Native law persisted, at least 
in some regions, after the coming of the Romans; though there is no 
evidence that it still persisted in the latest period of the Western Empire. 
Apart from the place filled by pre-Roman Law in the Roman period, there 
was also the opportunity for the growth of indigenous legal institutions; 
and it is clear from the evidence that down to the last the mos provinckdis 
was recognised. Hybrid legal institutions were created by the contact 
of native and Roman legal types, and indigenous variants were either 
juxtaposed or fused with the legal forms of the Roman province. Some 
of these indigenous legal growths survived the Roman period ; thus, the 
betrothal custom of Cordova as to kisses — the penalty of lessened 

1 Pollock and Maitland, History of English Law , 2nd edn, Vol. i, p. 207 : Bracton 
“ levied contributions from the canonist Tancred.” 
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inheritance for kissing the bride, before marriage, except in the presence 
of eight relatives or neighbours — was adopted as general law by a 
constitution of Constantine in 336, included in the Lex Romana Visigo- 
ihorwm , and embodied in Castilian codes of medieval and modern times. 
Indeed, at many points native peninsular law influenced the Roman Law; 
and this influence was one of the main factors in the growth of Roman 
provincial law in Spain. Roman Law, both public and private, was in fact 
introduced into the peninsula and there moulded, under the political and 
social influences of the time, into that Roman provincial law, partly 
customary and partly regional written law, which was revealed in some 
measure, a century after the fall of Rome, in the Lex Romana Visigothorum 
of the Germanic conquerors. The stages in the evolution of this 
provincial Roman Law in Spain follow in general the main lines of the 
development of provincial law throughout the Empire: two of these 
stages are marked by the growth of the jus gentium and the grant 
of citizenship to the inhabitants of the provinces. In divers ways, indeed, 
the introduction of Roman Law materially affected the growth of law in 
Spain. It meant, in the first place, that the legal institutions and 
doctrines of the Romans in respect to persons, things, and obligations 
were to serve as one of the fundamental bases of future legal development ; 
and, in general, it led to the substitution of individualism for the 
communistic ideas which had formerly permeated the law of the 
peninsula. But the Germanic invasions and the fall of the Western 
Empire interrupted this evolution. The stream of Roman Law still 
continued to flow under Visigothic rule: it now flowed, however, partly in 
the old and partly in new channels. 

In this period of the Germanic invasions and Visigothic dominion 
(400-700) the outstanding feature of Spanish legal history is the in- 
troduction of the Germanic Law of the Visigoths into regions long 
governed, in the main, by the peninsular system of Roman Law. The 
meeting of these two different bodies of law produced results of the 
highest importance and gave to the Spanish Law of later times some of its 
characteristic features. There was an infl uence of the Roman Law on the 
Visigothic and of the Visigothic Law on the Roman. One of the ultimate 
effects of these influences and counter-influences was the growth of hy brid 
legal institutions — a feature of legal evolution which was characteristic of 
the Romano-Germanic civilisation of Europe in general. A striking 
example of these hybrid growths is furnished by the Formulas Visigotkas 
(615-620), the formularies or models of public documents. 

Until the time of Chindaswinth (642-653) the Spanish population — 
composed of the Hispano- Romans and the Visigoths — lived under a legal 
system based on the principle of the personality of law. The first king 
who gave law to the Visigoths was Euric (467-485), whose code, although 
largely a written statement of Germanic custom, displayed nevertheless 
some traces of Roman influence. Euric’s code was applied to the Visigoths ; 
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and such of its parts as embodied public in contrast with private law were 
also applied to the whole population generally. In respect of their own 
inter-relations the Hispano-Romans continued to live under Roman 
private law, modified somewhat by Germanic custom. Alarm's Breviary 
— the Lex Romana Visigothorum (506), based on the Gregorian, Hermo- 
genian, and Theodosian Codes, as well as upon other imperial sources 
— solemnly confirmed to the Roman population their own code of 
personal law. Private relations between the Hispano-Romans and the 
Visigoths were governed, however, by the code of Euric. 

With Chindaswinth (642-653) an important change took place. The 
Lex Romana Visigothormn was abrogated. A common code — the Fuero 
Juzgo ( Forum Jadicim ) — was promulgated for both peoples, a code 
which harmonised and fused the Germanic and Roman legal rules and 
ideas. Some of these rules and ideas of the Fuero Juzgo shew a 
preponderance of Visigothie Law, as in the case of the law of marriage 
and of persons. Others are especially marked by Roman influence, as in 
matters of inheritance, prescription, and contract. On the whole, 
Chindaswinth’s code represents the firm establishment of Germanic legal 
institutions within a region which had been highly Romanised in the 
pre-Visigothic period. The tide of Romanist influence was to flow more 
freely and with greater force in later times. 

In the period of the Christian and Moorish kingdoms (700-1300) 
vast transforming processes were at work in the law of the several regions 
of Spain; but many of the details and even some of the main tendencies 
of this development are as yet but imperfectly understood. The history 
of the Fuero Juzgo in this period has not yet been written. But we 
know in a general way that this code, compounded of Germanic and 
Roman elements, remained as one of the principal bases of practice in the 
several kingdoms. Apart from the prevalence of the Romanic features of 
this code, a code which in some regions at least was a sort of common law; 
Roman influence — although it may be detected in the municipal fueros, 
the charters, the acts of councils and cortes, and the judgments of 
courts — appears to have been, on the whole, slight. The Church exerted 
an influence upon the growth of the law; but, in its general character, 
this was more a moral than a legal influence. Not until the period of 
the Christian reconquest were ecclesiastical legal tendencies marked. Cer- 
tain features of Spanish Law, such as partnership, are said to be derived 
from Muslim legal culture. French Law was indubitably influential, not 
only in the Pyrenean regions but also in other parts of the peninsula. 

One of the outstanding features of the legal history of Spain in this 
period, and especially from the early part of the eleventh century 
onwards, is the Arm establishment of four distinct and different legal 
regions — the Castilian, the Aragonese, the Catalan (including in its 
influence Valentia and the Balearic Isles), and the Navarro -Basque, the 
latter of which was in large measure a mingling of Castilian and Aragonese 
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origins. This fourfold differentiation, based on many social, economic, 
and legal causes, it is well for us to remember; for, when we come to 
the next period of Spanish legal history (1252-1511), we shall see that 
the Justinianean and Canon Laws were worked into the legal systems 
of these four regions in varying degrees of intensity and effect. The way 
for this renaissance of Romanism in the later Middle Age was partly 
prepared during our present period (700-1600) by the study of Homan 
and Canon Law in the several kingdoms, and by the establishment, 
notably in Aragon, of right reason and equity as supplementary sources 
of the law. But, although Romanism during the period from the middle 
of the thirteenth century to the end of the Middle Age came into Spain 
as a unifying force, it had in fact differing effects in the four several legal 
regions- — effects which corresponded to the reaction opposed to Romanism 
on the part of each one of the indigenous legal systems. 

We must remember, indeed, that the dominant characteristic of legal 
growth in this period of the Christian reconquest and the political 
unification of the peninsula (1252-1511) is the spread of the Justi- 
nianean and the Canon Laws in the several kingdoms. The whole period 
was rich in legal sources, more particularly in legislative acts; and 
one of the chief tasks of the legal historian is to describe the process by 
which this mass of legal materials was influenced by the legislation of 
Justinian and the Canon Law. In periods prior to the one now under 
review, Roman and Canonical institutions and principles of law had 
- exerted a notable influence on the law of Spain. So far as Roman Law 
is concerned, indeed, this influence was in large measure an influence of 
the pre- Justinianean law. Even before the thirteenth century, however, 
the law of Justinian had not been without its influence in Spain ; and it 
is possible that it was introduced into the Spanish territories ruled by 
the Byzantines. But from the end of the eleventh century onwards the 
western European re-birth of the codification of Justinian, due in large 
measure to the work of Italian and French jurists, produced clear and 
unmistakable effects in the peninsula. In the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries Roman Law was studied by Spanish jurists. The texts of 
Justinian were diffused throughout the kingdoms. Works inspired by 
the legal system of Justinian were written in Spain by Spanish lawyers. 
Indeed, the thirteenth century may be taken as the time when the Roman 
Law, in the form given to it by the great legislator at Constantinople, 
acquired real importance in the Spanish kingdoms ; and from that time 
onwards the influence of the Justinianean law upon Spanish Law steadily 
increased. Coincident with this Romanising process there was also a 
steady diffusion of the Canon Law. Not only was the Canon Law enforced 
in the ecclesiastical courts of the peninsula, it was also employed as an 
instrument for the modification of the secular law. 

The details of this development in the several kingdoms — during the 
period from 1252 to 1511— -are of absorbing interest. The temptation 
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to sketch the main features of the Romanising process, as it penetrated 
into all parts of the peninsula, must, however, be resisted. We may but 
glance for a moment at Castile and Leon in the thirteenth century. 

The Fuero Real , issued by Alfonso X in 1254?, is the only legal work 
of a truly legislative character that was inspired by the Justinianean law 
during the thirteenth century in Castile. The elements which compose 
the Fuero Real are, however, predominantly indigenous. The code has 
as its basis the earlier fueros , including the Fuero Jusgo , but with 
additions ; and it preserves, with some changes, the general character 
of the Visigothie, Castilian, and Leonese law evolved during the first 
centuries of the period of reconquest. While the Roman element in the 
Fuero Real is thus in part due to Roman influence upon the earlier 
sources taken up into it, it is also, in part, the result of direct bon % o wings 
by the compilers from the Roman and Canonical legal systems. Among 
the novelties introduced in this way into Castilian law from the Roman 
Law a considerable part of the theory of contracts, the accession of insula 
nata , certain of the rules of intestate succession and testamentary 
executors, may be mentioned. Likewise in the matter of adoption, the 
compilers of the Fuero Real adjusted the indigenous law to the system 
of Justinian. 

In the history of Roman and Canon Law in Castile and Leon the 
reign of Alfonso X is also notable by reason of the compilation of the 
Libro de las Leges, a great legal encyclopedia, which, owing to its 
division into seven parts, came to be known in the fourteenth century 
as the Leges de Partidas or Las Partidas, names which are still used to 
designate it. The jurists who compiled the Partidas under the super- 
vision of the king, between the years 1256 and 1265, drew upon three 
classes of .sources : the customs and fueros of Castile and Leon, including 
the Fuero Juzgo, the Fuero Real , and the fueros of Cuenca and Cordova; 
the accepted Canon Law (the Decretals) ; and the writings of the Roman 
jurists included in the Digest, together with the works of Italian jurists 
dealing with the law of Justinian. The main materials drawn upon by 
the compilers were the sources of the Roman and Canon Laws. Indeed, Las 
Partidas may best be described as a systematic compendium of these two 
legal systems, modified in some particulars by Alfonso’s jurists in order 
to adapt them to Spanish conditions. In the legal history of Castile the 
Partidas is of supreme importance ; for it not only adds new elements to 
the law, but also modifies materially the earlier Visigothie and indigenous 
foundations of the Castilian system. In fact, it seems to have been the 
king’s purpose to express in his compilation the new influences of Roman 
and Canon Law, to impose the code as a common law upon all his subjects, 
and thus to annul the municipal fueros , the Fuero Juzgo , and even the 
Fuero Real itself. Although this latter purpose was not effected, the fueros 
retaining their force, the Partidas — embodying many fundamental features 
of the Roman and Canon systems — steadily gained ground. Among 
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lawyers cand students Alfonso’s work was used as a reference and text- 
book ; and ultimately it was confirmed both in the practice of the courts 
and by act of the Cortes. The compilation of Las Partidas thus marks 
an important stage in the gradual adoption of Homan and ecclesiastical 
legal rules and principles, a process which by the close of the Middle Age 
had given a dominant stamp to the legal system of Castile. 

The permeation of the legal systems of Spain by Roman and Canon 
Law in the later Middle Age furthered the growth of Spanish legal science. 
The Spanish jurists of the period include civilians and canonists of great 
ability. They were teachers in Spanish, Italian, and French schools of 
law ; they were writers of legal treatises ; they were editors of legal texts. 
Among them may be mentioned Juan Garcia el Hispano, who lectured 
on Civil and Canon Law at Bologna and wrote learned works ; Cardinal 
Torquemada, who lectured at Paris and wrote commentaries on Grattan's 
JDecretim ; Raymond de Penafort, professor at Bologna and compiler, 
by order of Pope Gregory IX, of the Decretals in the Liber Extra ; and 
Antonio de Nebrij a (1444-152&), who revised the glosses of Accursius 
and wrote Observaciones sobre las Pandedas and a Lexicon Juris Civilis. 

By the close of the Middle Age Spanish Law, in its several regional 
growths, had assumed its main permanent features. 

VIII. 

The main characteristic of legal growth in France before the twelfth 
century, as it was also the central feature of the history of law in other 
parts of Europe during the same period, was the meeting and the 
mingling of Germanic law and the Roman and Canon Laws. Under the 
system of the personality of law the leges romanae and the leges bar - 
barorum were both in force within their respective spheres. While under 
this system the Church as an institution lived by the Roman Law, the 
evolution of the Canon Law meant that in France, as elsewhere, the 
Church courts, within their own province, enforced this newer or secondary 
body of Roman legal doctrine. The process of feudalisation furthered 
the growth of the notion that law was territorial ; and the Capitularies 
of the Frankish rulers introduced a body of impei'ial law, applicable to 
all subjects, which embodied Roman and Canonical principles and had 
territorial validity as law in contrast with the various systems of per- 
sonal law. 

In time, as Esmein has pointed out 1 , the personal laws and the 
Capitularies fell into desuetude. In their place many territorial customs 
gradually developed. The Roman Law, in certain regions at least, ceased 
to be invoked as written law, its rules being regarded as a part of 
unwritten custom. This process— developing during the chaotic period 
of the tenth and eleventh centuries and coming to a definite result in 
1 Histoire du Droit Franfais , 7th edn, pp. 705-707- 
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the course of the twelfth century — determined in many ways the whole 
future history of law in France. In the second part of the eleventh 
century, however, the Roman written law emerged once more as with 
a re-birth ; and during the next two centuries it played a highly important 
role. It either had validity alongside custom or it shaped and modified 
custom itself. Down to the very end of the ancien regime the Roman 
Law remained in force as binding law, but in a measure which varied 
with subject-matter and locality. In the course of the twelfth century 
a new and vigorous source of law appeared in the form of royal legis- 
lative power. From the fourteenth century onwards the ordonnances of 
the kings evolved a body of public and private law of very great im- 
portance; and during the course of the sixteenth century they trans- 
formed most of the important cofttumes into true lois. 

Meanwhile, during the centuries when tills long process of develop- 
ment was taking its course, the Canon Law, profoundly influenced by the 
renaissance of Roman Law, had slowly taken its place as a world-wide 
system of jurisprudence. In France the canonical system not only exerted 
on many parts of the secular law a remarkable influence, but, down to 
the close of the ancien regime, it also retained, up to a certain point, the 
character of a body of laws binding the State as well as the Church. 

The period from 1100 to 1500 is of special interest. The gradual 
adoption of the principle that law was territorial and not personal, an 
evolution due in large measure, as we have seen, to the establishment of 
feudalism, led to the division of France into two parts, the regions of 
written law {pays de droit ecrit) and the regions of customary law {pays 
de cofttumes). The pays de droit ecrit is the southern part of France, about 
one-third of the entire country; while north of an irregular line of 
boundary, running from the lie d’Oleron to the Lake of Geneva, lies the 
pays de cofttumes. The place of Roman Law in each one of these two 
distinct parts of France forms one of the most instructive chapters in the 
history of French medieval law. 

In the south the Roman population greatly exceeded in numbers the 
Germanic population. Under the system of the personality of laws the 
Roman Law had been applied to the Romans, and when the principle of 
the territoriality of laws was established the Roman Law, being the law 
of the majority, was applied to all persons, Roman and Germanic, as the 
customary and common law of the southern regions. The point that 
Roman Law was applied as the Custom of the South is worthy of special 
note. The authority of the Roman Law in the pays de droit Scrit was 
not derived from any official promulgation in the Roman or Germanic 
periods of French history; it was derived from its character as local 
custom, and as such it was recognised as binding by the rulers of the 
southern regions. The fact that the Roman Law was applied as custom 
helps us to understand why it varied, in respect of its scope and force, 
from province to province and from century to century, and why, from 
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time to time, one set of Roman legal sources supplanted another as the 
guide to the nature of legal rules and principles. For the very reason 
that the Roman Law in those regions was treated as custom, the earlier 
sources of that law were easily abandoned for the later ones as repositories 
of custom ; and we find indeed that the gradual spread of the Justinianean 
compilations displaced not only the Theodosian Code but also the 
Breviary of Alaric and the Lex llomana Burgundionum. For the same 
reason we find that the customary Roman Law was modified by local 
statutes. 

In the north — the pays de eofitumes — the place of the Roman legal 
system was different. In these regions the customary law was composed 
of diverse elements : mixed remnants of Germanic and Roman Law, Canon 
Law, the Capitularies which had not fallen into desuetude, and local 
usages. From an early time the Roman Law — the common law of all 
Christian peoples — possessed, even in the pays de cofitumes , a very great 
authority as the embodiment of juristic theory. From the universities 
came the lawyers ; and in the universities the Roman and Canon Laws 
were the only subjects of legal study. At an early period the texts of 
the Digest and the writings of the Bolognese jurists were translated into 
French. In the interpretation and application of the cofitumes , courts 
and legal writers alike employed the Roman Law as a kind of universal 
legal logic and as the fountain of supplementary rules, helpful analogies, 
and principles of interpretation. During the sixteenth century Roman 
Law played so important a role in legal education, in the practice of the 
courts, and in the literature of the law, that jurists raised the question 
whether the Roman Law was not, after all, the common law of the pays 
de cofitumes. The question thus raised has been the subject of learned 
dispute from that day to this; and French lawyers have never really 
reached full accord. The better view seems to be, however, that in the 
regions of the cofitumes the Roman Law did not become, as it did in the 
regions of the droit ecrit , the common law. In the north, as distinct 
from the south, Roman Law possessed a theoretical or juristic authority. 
This authority, although it was not absolutely binding, had persuasive 
power, influencing judges, practitioners, and legislators. The authority 
exerted was the authority of legal reason ; and as legal reason the Roman 
Law spread throughout the regions of the cofitumes and influenced them, 
ultimately colouring them when they were reduced to writing. 

In the manner and with the effect thus briefly indicated the Roman 
Law established itself in both parts of medieval France — the pays de 
droit ecrit and the pays de cofitumes. Transmitted in this form to later 
ages, the Roman Law was ultimately embodied, as one of its fundamental 
elements, in the codified Civil Law of modern France. 

The influence of the Roman and Canon Laws on the development of 
medieval law in France is to be observed in the legal literature of the 
time. Thus, in his compilation of the customs and usages of Vermandois, 
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Pierre de Fontaines, one of the councillors of St Louis, translates passages 
from Justinian’s Digest and Code. The private work known as the 
Jnciens Usages cT Artois (1283-1302) has citations from Roman and 
Canonical legal sources; while the Livre de Jostice et de Piet , a work con- 
cerned with the usages of Orleans and probably written shortly after 1259, 
is for the most part a translation of Roman texts. Philip de Remy, lord 
of Beaumanoir (1246 or 1247-1296), employs as the sources of his 
Coutumes de Beuuvaisis not only the settled usages and the judgments of 
courts, but also the Roman Law, “the law which is common to the whole 
of France.” Jehan Boutillier, who died about 1395, gives us in his Somme 
Rural — which is a sort of encyclopedia of the whole of the French Law at 
the close of the fourteenth century — the picture of a confused mingling 
of Roman and Canon Law with the customary law. At an early time the 
writings of Bolognese j urists, including the Summa of Azo, were translated 
into French. 

In the Middle Ages the Civil and Canon Laws were both taught in the 
French universities; but not until modern times was French Law added 
to the curriculum. A break in the continuity of teaching Roman Law 
occurred, however, in the thirteenth century. Honorius III in 1219, by 
the papal decretal Super specula , expressly forbade the teaching of 
Roman Law at Paris ; and a century later, in 1312, Philip the Fair con- 
firmed the decretal in a royal ordinance. Down to 1679, when it was 
brought back once more into the official curriculum, Roman Law could be 
taught at Paris only privatim ; Cujas, the great Romanist of the sixteenth 
century, was obliged to secure the express authority of the Parlement in 
order that he might teach it. It is not. difficult to see that the Church 
had an interest in strengthening the position of Canon Law, at the expense 
of Civil Law, in the very centre of European theological studies. Inasmuch 
as the lie de France, with Paris as its capital, was a region of custom as 
distinct from written law, there was of course less practical need for the 
teaching of Roman Law at Paris than at other French universities. 
Nevertheless, the prohibition of the King of France seems at first sight 
surprising. The explanation may well lie, as Brissaud suggests, in a fear 
of the political influence of the civilians of Bologna, who were at that 
time teaching the doctrine that the King of France was a subject of the 
Holy Roman Emperor, 

Instruction in Roman Law at medieval French universities other 
than Paris was encouraged by the Church. In the period of the person- 
ality of laws the Church had lived by the Roman Law (ecclesia vivit lege 
Romano) ; and the Roman Law had contributed m uch to the formation 
of the Church’s system of Canon Law. These features of the legal history 
of the Church seem to have played a part in leading the ecclesiastics to 
take a favourable view of the teaching of Roman Law at all the French 
universities except theological Paris. Furthermore, many jurists of the 
Middle Age were canonists as well as civilians; and a considerable number 
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of them seem to have supported the Papacy’s ultramontane doctrines. 
This factor in the situation may also have influenced Church policy as to 
Roman Law teaching. 

The medieval civilians and canonists of France were greatly influenced, 
as were civilians and canonists in all European countries, by the methods 
of the Italian jurists — the Glossators and the Commentators. A little 
later, humanistic learning spread from Italy to. France: it was Alciat, the 
Milanese, who carried to France the new jurisprudential methods of the 
humanists in the early part of the sixteenth century. In France — at 
famous Rourges and also at other universities — a flourishing school of 
humanistic legal thought soon came into being, which included such great 
Romanists as Cujas, Baudouin, Doneau, Douaren, and Hotman. Pothier, 
in the middle of the eighteenth century, summed up the work of the 
school in his Pcmdectae Justlnianeae in novum ordinem redactae (1748). It 
was the work of this school which prepared the way for the great Code 
Civil and the many codes of civil law in other countries that have 
drawn their inspiration and much of their form and substance from 
Napoleon’s. 

IX. 

In the early periods of the history of law in the regions now mostly 
within the German Republic — the Germanic epoch and the age of 
Frankish ascendency — the basis of the law was a great variety of 
Germanic customs. In the course of time the customs had been some- 
what modified by the Roman and Canon Laws as they slowly penetrated, 
by direct or indirect channels, into the regions held by the various 
Germanic peoples; and in the days of the Frankish Empire these foreign 
influences were more marked than in the earlier centuries. But, looking 
at Germany as a whole at the close of the tenth century, we can see that, 
save for the natural modifications due to the progress of the several 
peoples in the scale of civilisation, their laws still retained, in most 
fundamental features, their original Germanic character. 

From the eleventh to the fifteenth centuries the main characteristics 
of legal growth in Germany were particularism and diversity. The 
written laws of the earlier period — -the laws of the Saxons, Franks, and 
other Germanic peoples, and the Capitularies of Charlemagne and his 
successors— had gradually fallen into a state of disuse in German territories; 
for in Germany, in contrast with Italy, Germanic legal sources had not 
been made constantly the subject of legal instruction, nor had they formed 
the basis of a legal literature. Political and social changes vitally affected 

legal development. The principle of the personality oflaw was displaced, 

largely as the result of the rise of feudalism, by the notion that law was 
territorial and that it applied to every inhabitant. The old tribal laws 
were transformed, therefore, into the unwritten customary laws of localities. 
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It is true that there were royal courts and even royal-enacted laws ; but 
there was no coherent central judicial organisation of sufficient strength 
to combat particularistic tendencies. German territories were covered by 
a network of special courts, such as the courts of feudal lords and of 
towns, and in these courts German Law was enforced. In Germany 
as a whole there was no legal unity, no common law. Legal particu- 
larism and diversity split the law into many laws enforced by many 
courts. 

When we remember these legal conditions, we need not be surprised 
to find that German jurists endeavoured to produce orderly and consistent 
treatises of German Law out of the complex and diverse materials which 
they collected. Nor need it be a source of surprise to discover that these 
juristic efforts failed to achieve their main purpose of German legal unity 
ere the rising tide of foreign legal influence submerged large portions of 
the native law by the introduction or reception of Roman, Canon, and 
Lombard feudal Law. One of these native juristic attempts to produce 
order out of the chaos of German legal conditions deserves special notice. 
At a time when the Italian Glossators were reaching the end of their 
labours and Gregory IX’s collection of decretals (1234*) was added to the 
corpus of Canon Law, Eike von Repkow, a German knight who had long 
served as a lay -judge, seems to have realised the danger to the native law 
of his race from the foreign and rival systems. In the Sachsenspiegel) 
composed between 1198 and 1235, and probably in the third decade of 
the thirteenth century, Eike brought together the principles of Saxon 
Customary law and gave them coherence and systematic order; and upon 
Eike’s famous work some of the most important of the later treatises on 
German Law were based. A comparison of the Sachsenspiegel with the 
contemporary treatise of Bracton on the law of England shews us that 
Eike’s work is distinguished from Bracton’s by its originality and its 
freedom from the influence of the Glossators 1 . Eike’s book of Saxon native 
jurisprudence and the works of other German lawyers helped for a time 
indeed to stem in some fashion the rising influence of Roman Law in 
northern Germany. But the conflict between German Law and the foreign 
laws was an unequal one from the beginning. The Sachsenspiegel marks, 
in fact, the end of the creative period in the evolution of German national 
law. Most of the main factors which determine legal growth in a period 
of conflict between competing laws — the fact, for example, that the 
Roman law-books contained a systematic corpus of general principles 
suitable to an advancing civilisation — were on the side of the foreign 
laws. Their reception in Germany turned — and turned permanently— 
the whole current of legal evolution into new channels. Even to-day the 
law of Germany is still flowing in the channels cut deep down into the 

1 It is possible, however, that the Sachsenspiegel owes something to the writings 
of Italian canonists. See K. Zeumer’s essays cited in the bibliography appended to 
this chapter. 
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soil of German life and civilisation by this vast process of adopting the 
extraneous laws. The Burgerliches Gesdzbuch of 1900 is a code of German 
private law — but at the same time it is a code of German private law in 
which Romanistic legal traditions form a constituent element as pervasive 
and important as the Germanic. 

The “Reception” of foreign laws in Germany means the adoption of 
three systems — Roman Law, Canon Law, and the Lombard feudal law. Of 
the reception of the Lombard feudal law nothing need here be said ; and 
of the Reception of Roman and Canon Law only the barest sketch can be 
given. First of all, let two things be specially noted. The reception of 
these two bodies of foreign law formed a long historical process extending 
through several centuries ; it was not accomplished by a single sovereign 
fiat. Furthermore, although the reception of the two Romanic systems 
constituted, in a sense, but one single process, yet this process embraced 
two movements which differed one from the other in respect of their 
causes and their course. Scholars still dispute in regard to the matter of 
chronological priority as between these two movements. Brunner regards 
the Reception of Roman Law as first in point of time and of influence, and 
treats the Reception of Canon Law as its consequence, while Stintzing holds 
that the Canon Law came first into Germany, and, preparing the way, 
drew the Roman Law after it. When Brunner and Stintzing have spoken 
and have disagreed, other dodores iuris utriusque may be tempted to 
exercise the scholar’s prerogative of silence. 

In the history of the Reception of Roman Law two stages are to be 
distinguished— the stage of the theoretical and the stage of the practical 
Reception. The one consists of the gradual rooting of the conviction in 
the minds of German rulers, statesmen, and jurists that Roman Law may 
rightfully claim to be the law of Germany; the other consists of the 
actual embodiment of Roman Law in German judge-made law. 

The theoretical Reception has its beginnings in the notion that 
the Roman Empire of the German nation was a continuation of the 
Roman Empire of ancient times, and that, in consequence, the Roman 
Law of the ancient Empire possessed subsidiary force in the medieval 
Empire. This notion gained ground in proportion as the native German 
Law became more and more enmeshed in the complex web of particularism. 
The spread of the knowledge of Roman Law by the many German 
students who obtained their legal education in the Italian law schools 
also furthered the growth of the idea. German legal literature— for 
example, the Schwabenspiegel, probably written about 1875, the glosses 
oil the Sachmispiegel*. and the works of Nikolaus Wunns and Johannes 
von Briinn — shewed an influence of the Roman Law. German kings in- 
terpolated certain of their own laws into the Corpus iuris cwdis. 

The practical Reception of Roman Law has its beginnings with the 
appointment of judges who were trained in the foreign law. In the first 
instance jurists learned in the Roman Law were appointed by the king* 
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to advise him as to the law in cases which he personally decided ; later 
they were appointed to his Kammergericht. After the establishment of the 
Reichskarnmergerkht in 1495 Roman Law gained entry into this highest 
imperial court of justice itself. One half its members were required to be 
men learned in the law, and all its members were obliged to swear that 
they would judge cases in accordance with the “common laws of the 
Empire, 11 Roman Law being included within this formula. Courts of lower 
instance — the territorial and city courts — followed the example of the 
imperial tribunals; but the village courts long kept themselves free from 
Roman influence, preserving the native law of the people. The struggle 
between the native and the Roman laws thus centred in the tribunals of 
justice. Step by step, however, Roman Law was adopted by the courts in 
their decisions; and it was thus incorporated in the German Law as one 
of its most vital elements. By the first half of the sixteenth century the 
Roman Law was decisive in the practice of the courts. 

By the beginning of the twelfth century ecclesiastical jurisdiction had 
acquired an importance in Germany at least equal to that of the civil 
tribunals, and in the ecclesiastical courts the Canon Law was of course 
enforced. From the twelfth century onwards many German clerics 
proceeded to Bologna, Padua, Paris, and other foreign universities to 
study the Roman and Canon Laws; and this was one of several main 
factors making for the spread or reception of the Canon Law in the 
homeland of the students. Not only was the Canon Law administered in 
the courts of the Church; it also permeated the secular law. In many 
ways Roman Law and Canon Law went hand in hand in the work of 
modifying and shaping the laws of the German medieval communities. 

In Switzerland during the pre-Confederation period (up to 1300) 
the various Germanic racial branches who dwelt there lived under their 
own folk-laws, which included the Leges Alemannorum and the Leas 
Burgimdionurn. Small communities grew rapidly from the eleventh 
century onwards, and each one of them developed a special law based 
on the old Germanic folk-law, Germanic medieval law being thus pre- 
served in Switzerland in purer form than elsewhere in the German 
Empire. In Switzerland there was no “Reception 11 of Roman Law in 
the sense in which there was a Reception of Roman Law in Germany. 
In the period of the Old Confederation (1300-1 800) there was indeed a 
Reception of Roman Law in the cantons ; but it stopped short of the 
wholesale adoption of Roman rules and principles which marked the 
usual course of events in Germany. In fact in 1499 was signed the 
treaty by which for practical purposes Switzerland was severed from the 
Empire. In Catholic Swiss regions the Canon Law — in cases of mar- 
riage, usury, unchastity, and, in some jurisdictions, in cases of testa- 
mentary dispositions — retained its validity down to modern times. 

The Roman Law influenced the laws of the Netherlands from a very 
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early time. This influence increased, as time went on; but it cannot be 
said that there was ever a formal practical Reception in the sense in 
which this term is applied elsewhere in Germany. The truth of the 
matter seems to be that, owing to the decentralised conditions of political 
and legal evolution, an opening was made for the entry of the Roman 
Law as one of the important subsidiary legal sources, and that this 
influence of the Roman system was not equally strong in all the pro- 
vinces. At an early time the Codex Theodosianus (a.d. 468) left its 
mark on tribal customs; and, similarly, the Frankish Law, which had 
been in contact with the Roman Law, influenced the customary law. The 
renaissance of Roman Law in the Italian law schools had important results 
in the Netherlands as in the rest of Germany. What, too, has been 
said of the influence of the Canon Law in Germany generally, also holds 
true in the provinces of the Netherlands. 

X. 

Law travels by sea as well as by land. Separated from the Continent 
by the intervening narrow seas, the British Isles came nevertheless within 
the reach of the influences of Roman and Canon Law. Of these influences 
one may not speak in detail. Nor is it possible to describe the spread 
of the Romanic Laws to Scotland, Ireland, and Wales 1 . Our attention 
for the moment must be restricted to England. 

The law of England before the Norman Conquest was fundamentally 
Germanic in character, even though Celtic custom may here and there 
have left its trace on the customs and written laws of the Angles, Saxons, 
and Danes. Roman legal institutions do not appear to have survived the 
abandonment of Britain by the Romans ; at least they do not appear to 
have contributed materially to the formation of the laws of the pre- 
Norman period of English history. “ We speak of law,’ 1 declares Maitland, 
“ and within the sphere of law everything that is Roman or Romanized 
can be accounted for by later importation.... And, in point of fact, there 
is no trace of the laws and jurisprudence of imperial Rome, as distinct 
from the precepts and traditions of the Roman Church, in the earliest 
Anglo-Saxon documents. Whatever is Roman in them is ecclesiastical. 
...This inroad of the Roman ecclesiastical tradition, in other words, of 
the system which in course of time was organized as the Canon Law, 
was the first and by no means the least important of the Roman in- 
vasions, if we may so call them, of our Germanic polity.” The Franks 

1 “ The canon law of Scotland before the 16th century was generally that of the 
continent of Europe, The usages of the church were similar to those in France, and 
had not the insular character of those in England and Ireland. The canon law 
regulating marriage, legitimacy and succession was taken over by the Scottish secular 
courts and survived as part of the common law of the land almost unimpaired." 
Lord Philli more’s article on “ Canon Law in England and in the Anglican Com- 
munion” (Encyclopaedia Britannka , 11th edn, s.v, Canon Law), 
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had, however, taken over Roman legal materials and embodied them in 
their own system ; and, through English intercourse with the Franks, 
some of these Roman materials were imported into England. Roman 
influence of this character seems to have played upon the form and 
content of the Latin charters or land-books, of the Anglo-Saxons. 

Roman legal elements assimilated by the Franks had been adopted 
by the Normans in Normandy as a part of the Frankish legal system 
which they made their own. The Norman Conquest brought many of 
these elements into England, where they were to exert an important 
influence upon the growth of English Law, more especially perhaps the 
law of procedure. Nor, when we consider the Frankish-Ronmn influence, 
must we forget that Lanfranc, the Pavese lawyer, was William the 
Norman’s counsellor. The fashion thus set by the Conqueror was followed 
by later kings. Many of the Roman legal influences that affected the 
growth of the prerogative and other features of England’s constitutional 
and legal system were due to the advice and the work of royal legal 
counsellors trained in Roman and Canon Law. Henry III had Henry of 
Susa by his side, Edward I had Franciscus Aecursii, the son of the great 
Glossator. Archbishops no less than kings imported foreign jurists trained 
in the Civil and Canon Laws. Archbishop Theobald brought from Italy 
a jurist who left his mark on English legal education and English civilian 
literature. Vacarius not only taught Roman Law in England— almost 
certainly at Oxford, where a law school was just then developing— and 
gathered round him a group of disciples, but he also wrote both the 
Liber Pauperum, which was a book on Roman Law for poor students who 
had not the means to acquire the Roman texts, and a tract on the law 
of marriage. There are other evidences that the Roman and Canon Laws 
were being more and more studied in England. The disciples of Vacarius 
glossed his glosses. Manuscripts were copied. John of Salisbury gave 
a sketch of civil procedure in his Polycraticus. A manual of procedure 
is attributed to William Longchamp, King Richard’s chancellor. William 
of Drogheda, law teacher at Oxford, wrote a Summa Aurea. In the 
fourteenth century an English canonist, John de Athona, wrote a gloss 
on the legatine constitutions which displays knowledge of Justinian’s 
law-books. William of Lyndwood, still one of the leading English 
authorities on Canon Law, finished in 1430 his commentary on the pro- 
vincial constitutions of the Archbishops of Canterbury. 

English students early proceeded to Bologna to acquire knowledge 
of the Civil and the Canon Laws at the fountain-head. Schools of the 
two laws grew up at both Oxford and Cambridge, where degrees in each 
one of the laws were conferred. Some English lawyers were trained in 
both laws ; and in various ways it was an advantage to them to be versed 
in Civil, and Canon Law alike. The civilian, if he knew little or no Canon 
Law, might be employed as a teacher or as a servant of the king in the 
council or the chancery or in diplomacy, and he might also engage in 
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practice in the courts of admiralty and the courts of the universities. 

But, on the whole, the civilian found less to do than the canonist. 

Canonists were not only required for the work of the ecclesiastical courts; 
they were also given employment in the royal service as clerks, as 
justices in the courts, and as chancellors. ; 

The great law school at Bologna, which spread its influence through- 
out Europe, left its permanent mark on English juridical thought and j 

on English law and procedure. What one may call the Bolognese factor j 

in English medieval legal history worked subtly in two ways; for it 
meant the importation into England of Canon no less than of Roman 
legal ideas, rales, and processes. Closely related upon the Continent, 
these two legal systems were also closely related in England. Their 
separate influences flowed through many channels, but oft-times the two 
streams of influence united and flowed in one and the same channel. 

Only by a detailed and penetrating survey would it be possible to per- , 

ceive and distinguish all the currents that were Roman and all the currents ;;]■ 

that were canonical. The revival of the ancient Homan Law as embodied | 

in Justinian’s books was the work of the Bolognese Glossators, and that 
work fell within the period from the early part of the twelfth to the 
middle of the thirteenth century. Tidings of the legal revival were not 
slow in reaching England, and for a full century — from the middle of 
the twelfth to the middle of the thirteenth century — the new learning 
materially affected the evolution of the English Law. Italian influence is 
to be seen in GlanvilFs law-book ; hut it is chiefly noticeable in Bracton’s 
great treatise, the main part of which appears to have been written 
between 1250 and 1258. The names of Azo and Bracton will always be 
linked together in legal literature. In the writing of his treatise ori 
English law and procedure, Bracton, the ecclesiastic and the royal justice, 
while depending chiefly on the cases in the plea rolls, also made use of 
various Roman and Canonical legal materials, and among them, first and 
foremost, the writings of the great Glossator Azo. From these sources i 

of the Romano-canonical jurisprudence of the Middle Age, and chiefly 
from Azo, Bracton derived his general notions as to what a law-book 
should be and how it should be written ; and from them he also obtained 
specific legal rules and maxims. His main indebtedness to the civilians 
and canonists is to be found, however, in the form and arrangement of 
his book, for in its substance the Be Legibus ei Consuetudinibus Avgliae , I 

the book which Pollock and Maitland describe as “ the flower and crown I 

of English medieval jurisprudence,” is fundamentally English in character. 1 

In the matter of civil procedure, however, there was a noticeable influence 1 

of the canonical system, and this influence may be studied in GlanvilFs I 

and Bracton’s books. English civil procedure was rationalised under ! 

canonical influence; and, in some instances, it became indebted to the f 

foreign system for direct borrowings. It borrowed from the exceptions 
against witnesses in the ecclesiastical courts the exceptions,” or “ dial- j 
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lcnges,” that can be made against jurors ; it borrowed much of the science 
of pleading from the civilians and canonists. The actio spolii of canonical 
legal procedure was suggestive to English lawyers in the framing of their 
own action of Novel Disseisin. But, even though the main substantive 
features of Bracton’s book represent English as distinct from Romano- 
canonical jurisprudence, we may nevertheless agree with Sir Paul Vino- 
gradoff when he says that “the most important English contribution to 
Romanesque jurisprudence” in the Middle Age was made by Bracton 1 . 
Down through the centuries this Romanesque learning of Bracton, even 
though it was not very profound, has continually influenced not only 
English juridical thought, but also English legal rules and principles. 
In its origin and its essential features the foreign influence handed down 
by Bracton has been the influence of Azo and the other Italian Glossators. 
Great schools of law always live through the ages and continuously 
radiate waves of thought to places near and remote in the ever-changing 
world. Such a school of law was founded by the Glossators at Bologna. 

As Pollock and Maitland, in the History of English Law, have 
pointed out, 44 the rapid and, to a first glance, overwhelming flow of 
Romanic learning,” from the middle of the twelfth to the middle of the 
thirteenth century, 44 was followed in this country by an equally rapid 
ebb.” From Bracton’s day onwards the English Common Law developed 
oh its own lines as a system distinct and different from both of the 
foreign systems now the object of our study. Some of the foreign 
elements which the Common Law had already assimilated it preserved ; 
but, on the whole, the Common Law of post-Bractonian centuries seems 
to have adopted but little from either the Civil or the Canon Law, In 
the age of the Renaissance there was, indeed, the danger of a “Reception” 
of the foreign laws. But, as Maitland has taught us in his brilliant essay 
on English Law and the Renaissance , although English Law did not form 
a part of university education until modern times, it was nevertheless 
academically taught in the Inns of Court during the later Middle Age; 
and it was this teaching of English Law to the profession which 44 saved 
English law in the age of the Renaissance.” In the words of Lord Justice 
Scrutton, in his Influence of the Roman Law on the Law of England , 
44 the working out of an Equitable Jurisdiction, and the decisions of the 
Ecclesiastical and Admiralty Courts were building up systems largely of 
Civilian origin, but in the Common Law, the influence of Roman Law 
has rather retrograded than advanced since the time of Bracton.” 

Equity, as a distinct system of justice supplementary to the Common 
Law, has its beginnings in the later Middle Age ; although not until 
modem times does it acquire many of its present-day features. The chief 
moulders of medieval Equity were the king’s council and chancery; and 
many of the men who sat in these tribunals were ecclesiastics. Some of 
the ideas and principles applied by these courts, and certain of the 
* 1 Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe , p. 88. 
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features of their procedure, were unquestionably borrowed from the civil 
and canonical systems. But the extent of this foreign influence, both in 
medieval and in modern times, has long been a matter of dispute. Spence 
maintains that Equity’s debt to Civil and Canon Law is very great ; Mait- 
land and Mr Justice Holmes contend that the chancellors had no intent 
to Romanise English Law and that indeed Equity does not in any way 
consist of wholesale borrowings from the foreign systems. The recent 
investigations of scholars seem to confirm the latter view. So far as the 
medieval period is concerned, the chief indebtedness of the council and 
chancery seems to have been to ecclesiastical procedure. Various im- 
portant features of the procedure of the Courts Christian were taken 
over and adapted to the purposes of procedure in Equity. 

In the English ecclesiastical courts, from the time of William the 
Conqueror to the Reformation, canonical jurisprudence had a wide field 
of application. In accordance with the older view, the English Church 
was always an independent national church, and, although it was subject 
to the general principles of the ms commune ecclesiasticum , it was not 
bound by particular constitutions of the Councils or of the Pope unless 
such constitutions had been “ received ” in England as part of English 
ecclesiastical law. Contrary to this view, which has persisted down to 
our own day, and is still held by some scholars, Maitland holds — basing 
his view on a study of Lynd wood’s Provmdale and other authoritative 
sources— -that the law enforced in the English Church courts in the pre- 
Reformation period is none other than the Canon Law of the Western 
Church, of which the English Church forms an integral part ; and that 
the papal decretals were, therefore, as binding on the English ecclesiastical- 
courts as they were on any other courts of the Western Church as a whole. 
“ Whereas the English State was an independent whole,” declares Mait- 
land, u the English Church was in the eyes of its own judges a dependent 
fragment whose laws had been imposed on it from without .” 1 

Without pursuing this controversy further, and remarking only that 
Maitland’s view has been adopted by many scholars of eminence, let us 
take note of the fact that in the medieval struggle between State and 
Church in England the delimitation of the respective spheres of lay and 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and hence of the respective spheres of Common 
Law and Canon Law, played a role of the greatest importance. This 
contest between lay courts and laws and ecclesiastical courts and laws 
was not peculiar to England ; it was a contest waged in nearly every 
country of medieval Europe. But in each one of these countries the 
struggle possessed its own local features; and the struggle in England 
was no exception to this. The claims of the English Church courts to 
wide jurisdiction were growing at the very time when Henry II was bent 
on the centralisation of justice in his realm, the strengthening of his own 
royal courts, and the expansion of their jurisdiction. The struggle 
1 English -Historical Renew, July, 1898, p. 47o. 
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reached its climax in the dispute between Henry and Becket. Out of 
that dispute the king emerged the victor, and also in future disputes 
between the champions of the two jurisdictions the champions of the lay 
courts and of the Common Law were generally the victors. The victory 
of Henry VIII and his Church settlement marked the end of the long 
medieval struggle and the beginning of a new epoch 1 . 

Much of the subject-matter of the jurisdiction claimed by English 
Church courts in the Middle Age was purely ecclesiastical and spiritual. 
These matters were not claimed by the State as matters which fell within 
the proper competence of the royal tribunals ; they were left to the 
Courts Christian. Apart from such matters, however, there was a wide 
field of law which the courts of the Common Law, with the greatest 
propriety, might well have occupied exclusively. It is, indeed, a striking 
feature of English legal history that, from the middle of the twelfth 
century onwards, the ecclesiastical courts exercised jurisdiction over many 
matters which can hardly be termed ecclesiastical in any true sense 2 . 
Thus, the ecclesiastical courts claimed jurisdiction in matrimonial causes 
— marriage, divorce, and legitimacy ; and these claims neither Henry II 
nor his successors disputed. The claim to exercise jurisdiction in testa- 
mentary causes was likewise successfully asserted by the Church courts ; 
they pronounced on the validity of wills and interpreted them, they 
regulated the acts of the Church’s own creature, the testamentary execu- 
tor, they decided all cases of succession to moveable property ah intestato. 
Despite prohibitions issued by the royal courts, ecclesiastical tribunals 
long enforced contractual promises made by oath or by pledge of faith 3 . 
The jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical courts over most of these matters 
was retained by them down to 1857. 

In one direction the Civil Law exerted an influence on the growth of 
English Law which is worthy of special notice. In the course of the four- 
teenth century the Court of Admiralty acquired a jurisdiction to punish 
crimes, including piracy, committed at sea, and it also assumed a civil 
jurisdiction over shipping and commercial matters. While the law ad- 
ministered by the Admiralty was embodied in the great maritime codes of 
the Middle Age, as a supplementary law the Civil Law was also enforced ; 
and the procedure of the Court was modelled on that of the Civil Law 
system. In the Admiralty, therefore, civilians found the opportunity to 
practise and to sit as judges. Although the criminal jurisdiction of the 
Court of Admiralty was transferred to the Common Law courts over three 
hundred years ago, its civil jurisdiction was retained down to our own 

1 See Tanner, Tudor Constitutional Documents, 1922, pp. 13-98, 357-374. 

2 It is not to be forgotten, however, that medieval views as to the nature of some 
of these matters differed widely from modem views. 

3 Compare the scope of the jurisdiction of French ecclesiastical courts in the 
Middle Age. See Brissaud, History of French Public Law (in Continental Legal 
History Series, edited by J. H. Wigmore and others, Boston), 1915, pp. 182-191. 
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times. In the course of the centuries English maritime law lost much of 
its international character. But it still retains, even to-day, certain 
features which it derived from the Roman system. 

XL 

Difficult as it is to sketch in outline the history of the general de- 
velopment, the spread, and the sources of Roman and Canon Laws in the 
Middle Age, it is more difficult still to give, in a short compass, any clear 
conception of the medieval history of the rules and principles embodied 
in those systems. This difficulty in sketching the “inner, 11 as distinct 
from the “ external,” history of Roman and Canon Laws arises in part 
from the fact that the historian is concerned with the several branches 
of each one of two extensive bodies of public and private law, and that 
he must study the rules and principles of each system in their relation 
to those of the other system. Nor is it sufficient to study these two 
Romanic systems in isolation. Not only their relations to each other, 
but also their relations to other bodies of law, such as the Greek and 
Germanic systems, feudal custom, town laws, and territorial legislation, 
must be taken into account. There are legal influences and counter- 
influences, in all the many parts of Europe, which produce modifications 
of older rules and doctrines and which lead to the introduction of new 
ones, the general result being an almost infinite variety of legal types. 
The difficulty of sketching the history of the rules and principles of the 
Roman and Canon Laws is increased by the further fact that these laws 
are never at rest ; at all times and in all places they are subject to change 
in response to the pressure of the many forces at work in society. The 
words of Mr G. W. Cable, the novelist, are not inappropriate as an ex- 
pression of legal change: for law is constantly “shifting like the fragments 
of colored glass in the kaleidoscope.” The true picture of the law in its 
development is not obtained by methods similar to those of the older 
photography ; it is obtained only by using methods that produce the im- 
pression of life and movement— -methods comparable to those which now 
create the living and moving picture shewn upon the screen. 

To the student of the inner history of Roman and Canon Laws in the 
Middle Age the vast range of the subject, both in time and place, is 
forbidding. An evolution — or, rather, a whole complex of diverse but 
related evolutions — extending through many centuries is spread over the 
entire surface of the Eastern and Western parts of the European world; 
and everywhere, in all the regions of the world, this evolution is 
intertwined with the other features of the history of medieval civilisation. 
How enlightening this inner history of the two laws may be made is 
evident to any reader of Zacharia von Lingenthal’s Geuchichte dcs 
griechisch-romischen Uechts and of the writings of other modern scholars 
dealing with the rules and principles of Roman and Canon Laws in their 
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medieval environments. The history of patria potestas in the East after the 
time of Justinian may be taken as an illustration. This distinctive 
feature of the older Roman Law, this power or bundle of powers so 
intensive in the period of its full vigour that it was sometimes referred to 
| as patria maiestas , was slowly modified in the course of Roman legal 

j history, especially in the time of the Empire. Shorn of many of its 

| older and harsher features it was given a place in Justinian’s system 1 2 3 : and 

! as a part of his great codification it played a role in the development of 

Graeco-Roman Law. Zacharia von Lingenthal has shewn 8 how the 
fortunes of the Justinianean patria potestas fluctuated in later Eastern 
history, how the rules of Justinian in regard to it were displaced, 
modified, allowed to fall into disuse, or revised, in accordance with the 
varying fortunes of Justinian’s codification as a whole, two of the im- 
portant stages in this development being marked by the appearance of 
the ’EtfXoyi) row vopoov and Ta /3a<rt\ucd s . 

Many illustrations of the importance of studying the inner history 
of the two laws in the Middle Age maybe drawn from the leges romanae 
and the leges barbarorum of the West. Rules of the ancient Roman 
Law, either in their original form or in modifications adapted to the 
needs of Germanic societies, were incorporated in these codes. The leges 
barbarorum are even more interesting than the leges romanae as embodi- 
ments of Roman legal rules ; they are more interesting because they shew 
us more clearly the inroads of Romanic rules upon Germanic custom. 
Thus, the laws of Euric, the most ancient of all the written laws of the 
Visigoths, contain rules of Roman Law, some of which run counter to 
Visigothic custom. Sir Paul Vinogradoff has drawn special attention 4 * * * to 
the declaration in Euric’s laws that donations extorted by force or in- 
timidation (vi aut metu) are to be null and void; and he cites this as a 
rule which breaks through the purely formalistic treatment of obliga- 
tions natural to barbaric law. 

When the student of the inner history of the two laws reaches the 
period of the revival of juristic studies in the West, he is appalled at the 
mass of the materials which lie to his hand. The very bulk of the Corpus 
| iuris civilis and the Corpus iuris canonici is forbidding. Each one of 

these bodies of law is an extensive and complicated system, in which 
| many branches are included; each system has its constitutional law, its 

l • law of persons, property, inheritance, contracts, and delicts, its law of 

| procedure. In addition, each one of these two huge bodies of law is 

{ enveloped by a vast medieval literature: there are the glosses, the 

1 See Buekland, Roman Law from Augustus to Justinian, pp. 103-105. 

2 Geschichte des griechisch-romisckm Rechts, 2nd edn, §§ 17-24. 

3 An instructive comparison of patria potestas in Byzantine law with its influence 

on Western secular law may he made by reading the works of Brissaud, Brunner, 

\ and other historians of European legal systems. 

| i Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe, p. 20. 
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summae , and all the other writings of the medieval civilians and canonists. 
The writing of a history of the rules and principles of these two great 
legal systems involves the tracing of origins and development, the setting 
forth of the relations of the several parts of each system one to another, 
the statement and criticism of the doctrines elaborated by the civilians 
and canonists 1 , the recounting of the part played by each system in the 
legal history of many countries of the world in later medieval and in 
modern times 2 . It is clear that fto adequate picture of the inner history 
of these two cosmopolitan legal systems can be given in a few words; any 
attempt to give such a picture at the end of the present chapter would be 
a grandiose project destined to failure. 

1 Gierke’s Staats- und Korporatiomlehre des Alterthums und des Mittelalters und ihre 
Aufnahme in Deutschland {Das dautsche Genossenschaf tar edit, Vol. hi) is one of the 
most brilliant of all the modern studies of the doctrines of medieval civilians and 
canonists. See also Maitland’s illuminating Introduction to his translation of a small 
part of Gierke’s volume {Political Theories of the Middle Aye, pp. vii-xlv). 

2 For the influence of Canon Law on the several branches of secular law, see 
Brissaud’s Histoire du Droit Francois and Hinscliius’ essay on the history and sources 
of Canon Law in Holtzendorff’s Encyklopiidie der Rechtswksenschaft , 5th edition, 1890. 
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MEDIEVAL SCHOOLS TO c. 1300. 

The schools of medieval Europe owed their curriculum of secular 
studies to the imperial rhetoric schools of Rome. For some centuries 
after the barbarian invasions Christian bishops kept alight the lamp of 
learning in schools where much “chant” and “doctrine” and but a meagre 
fragment of the old Roman studies were afforded, but the whole cur- 
riculum was eventually reclaimed for Christian schools. The imperial 
schools were “public schools,” in the sense that access to them was open 
to all who could pay the fees, often small through the subvention of the 
State, to the rhetor or grammarian ; when the expression “scholae publicae” 
is found, rarely enough, in early medieval documents, it always looks back 
to a school of this type — either one largely maintained by the State, or 
the school of a private master teaching for fees — in distinction to epis- 
copal schools, where the pupil might be maintained and taught without 
payment, but where the bishop or his deputy settled questions of admission. 

The curriculum of the imperial schools, viewed by medieval scholars 
through the writings of Martianus Capella, consisted of the seven liberal 
arts : grammar, rhetoric, dialectic, geometry, arithmetic, astronomy, music. 
The classification was retained by Boethius (ob. 524), who was the first to 
divide the subjects into two groups, the “trivium” and “quadrivium.” 
Cassiodorus noted the appropriateness of the sevenfold distinction and 
its connexion with the perfect number of scripture, and Isidore of Seville 
preserved it in his Ongines. The seven liberal arts fell into line with the 
general predilection for “seven” divisions in the medieval world, with 
the seven grades of the clerical militia, the seven articles of the creed, 
and the seven deadly sins. Under grammar was included the study of the 
Latin classics, under rhetoric the schemata, tropes, and figures so useful 
for the interpretation of Christian scriptures, under dialectic the logic 
of Porphyry and, after the twelfth-century renaissance, of Aristotle. 
Geometry included geography and such slender conceptions of a Ptolemaic 
universe as survived ; arithmetic was for long represented chiefly by the 
“computus,” or tables for establishing the date of Easter and the move- 
able feasts; and the last two subjects found for some time few professors, 
the study of Greek music not being necessary for the chant. 

The question of the persistence of the rhetoric schools is of great 
interest. In Britain they perished with the withdrawal of the legions, 
though the tradition of classical learning survived in the British 
monasteries of Wales, Armorica, and Ireland. In Gaul in the fourth 
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century masters were still numerous and schools flourishing, to judge from 
the information about his colleagues given by the rhetor Ausonius, and 
from other evidence. The continuity of schools in particular towns de- 
pended on the presence of celebrated professors; but during the century 
the existence of schools of several masters is to be inferred at Autun, 
Marseilles (where Greek was taught as well as Latin), Lyons, Bordeaux, 
Besan^on, Toulouse, Narbonne, Poitiers, Angouleme, Saintes, and Audi. 
The fifth century brought to Gaul the shock of the Burgundian, Visi- 
gothic, and Frankish invasions, and the raid of Attila; the public schools 
were no longer supported by the State, and Sidonius Apollinaris witnesses 
to the willingness of the Roman provincial nobles to settle down under 
barbarian rule. The schools were no longer assured of a clientele pre- 
paring for an imperial career, and, except at Lyons, there were no 
longer groups of masters, though individual rhetors are known to have 
taught at Marseilles, Arles, Agen, Perigueux, Bordeaux, and possibly at 
Narbonne and Clermont. In the sixth century the ruin of the schools 
was completed; the liberal arts were no longer taught; Gregory of Tours 
wrote that “the culture of liberal letters is declining, or rather perishing, 
in the towns of Gaul... one would not know how to find a single man 
instructed in dialectic or grammar ’h Fortunatus, the great man of letters 
of the period, had been brought up in Ravenna. When schools were 
again founded in Gaul, they were schools of a different type. 

In Italy, however, the rhetoric schools never perished — a fact vital 
to the survival of European civilisation, law, and politics. The Ostrogoths 
Theodorie {ob. 526) and Athalaric (ob. 534) protected them, and the genera- 
tion which included Ennodius, Boethius, and Cassiodorus profited by the 
brief spell of peace. Schools were numerous, treatises on grammar were 
multiplied, and Cassiodorus planned with Pope Agapetus the foundation 
of a Christian rhetoric school at Rome for the teaching of the liberal 
arts — a scheme narrowed later to the foundation of his learned monastery 
at Vivarium. The Lombard invasion proved far more dangerous to the 
schools than that of the Ostrogoths; but the strength of local tradition, 
the nearness of the vernacular language to Latin, the contact with By- 
zantine learning by means of the Greek cities of the South, prevented 
their disappearance, and produced important results. First, up to and 
during the Carolingian renaissance, Italy supplied Europe, if riot with 
great scholars, at least with grammar masters trained on the old classical 
lines. Betliar {ob. 623), an early scholasticus and Bishop of Chartres, who 
was for some time in charge of the Merovingian palace school (where his 
teaching was no doubt more religious than literary) came from Italy; 
as did Hadrian and Theodore, Paulus Diaconus and Peter of Pisa, Lan- 
franc and Anselm, and many others. Secondly, the tradition of lay 
scholarship persisted in Italy. Whereas elsewhere in Europe schools were 
maintained by ecclesiastics, and masters and scholars were clerks, in Italy 
the rhetoric masters and their scholars were not clerks, though they 
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irritated the bishops by claiming benefit of clergy. Thirdly, the lay 
character of the Italian rhetoric schools, and the ecclesiastical character 
of other European schools, account for the fact that when, later, groups 
of schools flowered into universities, Italy took the lead in the secular 
studies of law and medicine, while Paris was mistress of theology. 

The connexion between the other type of early medieval school, the 
episcopal or monastic school, and the minor orders of the clergy, was 
so close that some reference must be made to it. Those who taught in 
such schools before 1300, and, with the few exceptions of the children of 
princes and nobles, those who attended them also, were either clerks or 
probationers for the “clericatus”: they received the tonsure and wore 
the clerical dress. The shearing of the hair (not at first the shaving of 
the top of the head, leaving a corona or fringe of hair all round) was a 
sacred rite administered by the abbot to the postulant whom he received, 
and who did not necessarily proceed afterwards to any of the seven orders 
of the Church ; or by the bishop 1 before the administration of the first 
minor order. The idea in each case was the same — adoption into the 
abbot’s or bishop’s familia. The non -monastic tonsure was not an order, 
but (according to John de Burgh in the Pupilla Oculi of 1385) “a dis- 
position towards an order.” The seven orders (ostiarius, exorcista, lector, 
acolita, sub- (or hypo-) diaconus, diaconus, presbyter) were all, at first, 
given separately, but by the sixth century the first and second, or the 
first, second, and third, were conferred on the same day, and the candidate 
was ordained exorcist, or, more usually, lector. In England in Archbishop 
Ecgbert’s time candidates would still seem to have been ordained to each 
order separately; but Peckham allowed the first three minor orders to 
be conferred together, and the Pupilla Oculi states that all four might 
be so conferred. The non-monastic tonsure (it is inexact to call it the 
“clerical tonsure” since monks were clerks) has always, in the Greek 
Church, accompanied ordination to the first minor order. In the Latin 
Church it was first allowed to be given separately, to those who had no 
intention of proceeding to orders, by Gregory the Great, in the case of 
the Sicilian actionarii employed in administering the papal patrimony. 
It was also given separately, after the Carolingian renaissance, to children 
of seven or over who were received into bishops’ households to be trained 
as their diocesan clergy; before this, such children appear to have been 
ordained lectors at once. In pre-Conquest England, evidence that the 
(non-monastic) tonsure was given separately from the conferment of a 
minor order is lacking. In any case, in Europe generally, the number of 
those who received the (non-monastic) tonsure without proceeding then 
or later to minor orders was not great before the rise of the universities 
in the late twelfth century; afterwards, it was considerable. The recep- 
tion of the tonsure, like the admission to minor orders, did not entail 
celibacy, though those who received them usually practised it for a time 
1 Cardinal-priests and a few others had also the right to administer it. 
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as living a community life, either, in the earlier centuries, in some bishop’s 
familia, or, later, in some college of the university or provincial hostel. 
Episcopal statutes frequently reiterated that none could claim benefit of 
clergy who scorned to wear the tonsure and the clerical dress. Clerkship 
was proved by the production of letters of clerkship granted by the bishop 
at the time of conferment, or failing this, in France, by the production 
of barbers to swear that the tonsure had been properly made. It was 
only later than 1300 that English law allowed clerkship to be proved by the 
reading of certain psalm verses; and even then the verses usually chosen 
were from the sixteenth psalm: “The Lord himself is the portion of mine 
inheritance... thou shalt maintain my lot. The lot is fallen unto me in a 
fair ground” (lot, fcXrjpos, clerk), which the candidate would have recited in 
alternate verses with the bishop who was shearing him. Clerkship before 
1300 implied a definite ecclesiastical status and duties, and not merely 
ability to read or write; nor should clerks be confounded with those who 
were, for various reasons, entitled to benefit of clergy — a larger number. 

By far the most important pre-Carolingian schools were the bishops’ 
schools — small groups of lectors living in their households. The bishops 
formed the “ordo doctorum,” and in this conception the teaching of the 
diocesan clergy personally in their own household seems to have been an 
equally important element with the teaching of the laity by means of 
sermons. Throughout the middle ages, “cathedra,” of course, meant 
equally a “cathedral” or a professor’s “chair.” In the early Middle Ages, 
except for periods of confusion due to the barbarian invasions, bishops 
were ideally supposed to live a communal life with the clergy of their 
familia. Keferences to this familia, and the ecclesiastical training afforded 
in it, are frequent in papal letters and conciliar decrees, and shew that 
the adoption of children of seven into it preceded even the fall of the 
public rhetoric schools. It was the disappearance of these, however, which 
made such episcopal schools vital. As long as the rhetoric schools existed, 
the lives of the more learned bishops shew them to have been taught in 
such schools; but, after their disappearance, the biographies of even the 
most learned bishops shew them to have been received (usually as children) 
and trained in some bishop’s household. Pope Siricius wrote in 385 to 
Bishop Himerius of Tarragona that “ Whoever vows himself to the service 
of the Church from his infancy (i.t. seven years old) ought to be baptized 
...and joined to the ministry of the lectors.” Certain Statuta Antigua 1 
mentioned these child lectors, who read in church, and laid down interesting 
rules for the regulation of the bishop’s familia of clerks, “ widows,” and 
pilgrims. Pope Zosimus wrote (c. 418) to Esychius of these lectors : “If he 
shall have given his name from infancy to ecclesiastical ministries, let him 
remain until his twentieth year with continual observance among the 
lectors.” Leo I wrote to the African bishops about the choice of suitable 
candidates for the priesthood: “The venerable sanctions of the holy 
1 Used by Caesarius of Arles, see Hefele, u, i, 104 . 
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fathers justly adjudged those to be suitable for sacred functions whose 
whole life, from childhood to more advanced ( provectior ) age, has been 
passed by means of the stipends of ecclesiastical discipline.” A stipend, 
an allowance sufficient to support life, could hardly have been made to 
children otherwise than by maintenance in the bishop’s familia: and this 
is actually stated by the Council of Toledo in 531. 

The first conciliar decree expressly dealing with familial schools 
came from sixth century Gaul, where the rhetoric schools had just perished. 
The Council of Vaison in 529 enacted that “all priests (presbyteri) who 
are appointed to parochiae shall, according to the custom which we have 
learned is wisely observed throughout all Italy, receive to live with 
them, in their house where they themselves dwell, young lectors (as many 
as have taken no wife); and, spiritually nourishing them like good fathers, 
they shall strive to prepare psalms, to persist in readings of Scripture 
(divinae lectiones)^ and in teaching the law of the Lord ; so that they may 
provide for themselves worthy successors, and receive from the Lord the 
reward of eternal life. But when they shall come to full age, if any of 
them through the frailty of the flesh wishes to marry, he shall not be denied 
power to marry.” 1 The school of a “mater ecclesia” in a “rural diocese” 
is clearly here indicated; no chaplain of a rural “ora torium” could have 
nourished an indefinite number of young lectors. The cost of the main- 
tenance and education of these ordinands is clearly the cause of the 
frequent enactments that no bishop should ordain the scholar of another. 
The Council of Toledo in 531 said expressly that it was unfair to the 
bishop who had taken the child “from rustic and mean surroundings” 
that he should later, “when imbued with such an education,” transfer 
himself to another church. This council also echoed the decree of Vaison, 
applying it to bishops’ schools: “Of those whom the will of their parents 
sets free from the years of their first infancy for the clerical office, we 
decree that immediately they have received the tonsure they shall be 
handed over to the ministry of the lectors; they ought to be taught in 

1 This decree has sometimes been taken to refer to “parish schools” in the 
modern sense, though this “parochia” actually corresponded far more to a modern 
archdeaconry or rural deanery than to a modern parish : the bishop had usually no 
more than two or three in his “rus” or “territorium.” “Parochia,” till post- 
Carolingian times, meant the sphere of a “mater ecclesia,” metropolitan, epis- 
copal, or collegiate. There were besides priests and clerks serving chapels or oratories, 
but these had no “parochia” ; the Rule of Chrodcgang of Metz, as revised by the 
Council of Aix-la-Chapelle in 817, enacted that both the laity and priests who 
served such oratories were to attend Sunday mass in the mater ecclesia. The spheres 
of such rural, presbyteral-eollegiate, churches as existed in Gaul between c. 450 and 
c, 800 are referred to as “dioceses,” and rarely, as at this council of Vaison, as; 
“parochiae.” While these rural dioceses, or rural parishes, were few, and served 
by a comparatively large familia, councils provided that the presbyter in charge 
should nourish lectors like a bishop ; but when they became more numerous, smaller, 
and poorer, the requirement was dropped as impossible: the maintenance of a single 
clerk only was required from the ninth century. 
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the house of the church, in the bishop’s presence, by his deputy. But, 
when they shall have completed their eighteenth year, their wishes con- 
cerning the taking of a wife ought to be scrutinised by the bishop in the 
presence of clerks and laity.” It was doubtless to this formal choice of 
the young lectors trained in the familia of Augustine at Christ Church, 
Canterbury, that Gregory the Great looked forward, when he advised 
Augustine to live the apostolic (communal) life with his clergy, allowing 
such lectors as wished at this stage to marry to do so, and to receive their 
stipends (maintenance) outside the community, while attending its offices. 
The training of the Canterbury (and Rochester) child lectors by “masters 
and pedagogues” is independently attested. Gregory the Great himself 
founded a “sehola cantorum” at Rome of a similar nature: he built, that 
is, two new houses for the school in the papal household which had 
already existed. The functions of “lectors” and “cantors” run into one 
another in medieval documents; the cantor or psalmista was not neces- 
sarily episeopally “blessed,” the cantorate not being one of the seven 
orders in the Western Church, although it was in the Eastern. In St 
Ambrose’s church at Milan (and in other instances), we find that it was 
the lectors who did the singing (“Lectores ecclesiae pondus portantes, 
docti cantu, lectioni.. .”). 

In these episcopal schools the teaching depended on the learning of the 
bishop, or after the seventh century his deputy, the magister scholar um, 
scholasticus, or capischola. Latin and the computus were taught as 
necessary for ecclesiastical equipment, but the seven liberal arts were not 
usually so taught before the Carolingian renaissance. Paganism was still 
too real a danger in Italy for ecclesiastics, even those who like Gregory 
the Great had been taught in rhetoric schools themselves, to wish that 
classical learning should be sought for its own sake by clerks; hence 
Ireland, where Roman paganism had never been a danger, became for a 
time the nursery of classical scholarship. The Irish schools, however, were 
rather monastic than episcopal. The teaching of Hadrian and Theodore 
at Canterbury included the liberal arts and the study of Roman Law; 
but this far surpassed the teaching given in an average episcopal household 
between 529 and 800. Grammar masters were hard to obtain, as is shewn 
by the story told of Bishop Aitherius of Lisieux by Gregory of Tours. 
Aitherius rescued from prison, he says, a clerk, from the city of Sens, of 
extremely bad character. But the clerk “ professed himself to be a doctor 
of letters, and promised the priest that, if he would commend the children 
to him, he would make them perfect in letters.” Aitherius already had 
a “ praeeeptor,” presumably for his household lectors, but he at once 
“rejoiced, and collected the children of the city, and commended them to 
him to teach.” The clerk was presented with a vineyard by way of 
salary, and invited to the homes of the boys he taught. He tried to 
seduce one of the mothers, and complaints were made; but the bishop 
could not believe evil of a man so learned, and dismissed them . The 
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wicked clerk then tried to induce the archdeacon to conspire to murder 
the bishop, and, failing, crept after the bishop, who was walking in a 
wood, with an axe. The bishop, however, turned and saw him; whereat he 
explained that the archdeacon had hired him to murder his benefactor, but 
that he had never intended to do the deed. The good bishop believed him, 
wept, and made him promise silence. Aitherius then returned to his house 
for supper, and afterwards “he rested upon his couch, having around his 
bed the many little beds of his clerks.” The clerk approached in the 
night and raised an alarm, saying that he had seen a woman coming 
from the bishop; but the slander was apparent to all, for the bishop was 
over seventy, and was sleeping surrounded by his clerks. Aitherius’ eyes 
were opened, and he got rid of him. 

The lives of pre-Carolingian bishops and abbots refer frequently to 
these household schools, and shew that pupils were also taken for training 
by other priests; though in some cases the priest was probably, though it 
is not directly stated, the seholastieus of a bishop. Thus St Lomer (ob. 590), 
born of noble parents near Chartres, was confided by them to live with 
a priest Chirm bus and be imbued with sacred letters, Chirmirus, who 
was also the master of another Chartrain priest, Lancegesil, lived within 
the city of Chartres, “Domino militans”: a member, that is, of the 
“clerical militia” or bishop’s household, and probably his deputy in 
training the young lectors. St Rigomer was thus “trained from infancy 
by a certain religious priest”; many others, like Gregory of Tours, were 
thus “nutriti” by some bishop. St Germain de Granval (ob. 667) was 
delivered as an “ infan tulus” to Bishop Modoald of Tours; St Leger, 
Bishop of Autun, was confided to the Bishop of Poitiers and was “strenue 
enutritus.” Acca was “nutritus atque eruditus” by Archbishop Rosa, the 
predecessor of John of Beverley at York; Headda (ob. 790) left a bequest 
to the cathedral of Worcester, “quia alumnus sum illius familiae, et iuxta 
limites ecclesiae disciplinatus et nutritus fui.” 

Even when, after the Frankish settlements in Gaul and during the 
fighting of the early Merovingian kings, the practice of the communal 
life of bishops with their households was relaxed, the familia still lived 
normally near the cathedra, and in the society of the bishop. The Council 
of Tours in 567 wrote: “Let the bishop have his wife as his sister, and 
so let him govern all his house, both his ecclesiastical and his own house, 
in holy conversation, that no suspicion... arise. And although by God’s 
help he shall live chastely by the testimony of his clerks, because they 
dwell with him both in his cella and wherever he is, and thus the 
priests and deacons, or at least the crowd of young clerks, keep him safe : 
yet nevertheless, for zeal to God, let them be divided and sufficiently 
distant from his mansio , that those who are being nourished in the hope 
of being received into the clerical servitude be not polluted by the near 
contagion of the women (faimilae)T When the reform of the Frankish 
Church was in progress under the influence of Boniface, the chief instru- 
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merit of reform was the rule drawn up by Chrodegang, Bishop of Metz, 
in 754, to ensure a return to communal life on the part of the bishop and 
his familia. His own edition of the rule has no reference to the cathedral 
school, though young clerks were no doubt in his day received for training. 

Monastic schools before the Carolingian renaissance were internal 
schools, and dealt almost solely with the training of oblate children, who 
might be received from seven years old, or even younger, like the young 
lectors in bishops 1 households. The children of princes and nobles 
were received for training by abbots both Benedictine and Celtic, but 
naturally not in large numbers; they would seem to have been received 
rather as pages into the abbots’ households than strictly into the monastic 
school, though they were no doubt taught letters. In addition, where 
missionary houses, Benedictine or Celtic, occupied the whole ground, two 
other needs seem to have been met : that of teaching the outside peasantry 
the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and the Ten Commandments by heart, 
and that of training internally boys for the clerical militia. The latter 
would only have been taught reading, writing, singing, and Latin. The 
monastic schools were intended for monks, and the great monastic schools, 
mainly post-Carolingian, were for adult monks ; the practice of receiving 
monks from other monasteries, sent to complete their studies, was common. 
The greatest service to general education which the monks rendered was 
that of supplying learned monks who, as bishops, were competent to teach 
the young clerks of their household. 

Educational activities which had been partial and sporadic before 
Charlemagne became normal or compulsory through the renaissance he 
inspired. The personal curiosity for learning, which made him attract 
learned clerks to his court, had immediate effects on the palace school, and 
oil episcopal and monastic schools. He collected from Italy, at one time 
and another, Peter of Pisa, Paul the Deacon, Leidrad, probably Theodulf 
the Visigoth, and cantors from the Roman school, to teach the cathedral 
schools of Metz and Soissons; from England and Ireland he obtained 
Aleuin, the pupil of Aethelbert and the school of York, and some of his 
English students, and later Clement the Scot. The court became an 
“ academia,” where Charles himself learned classics from Peter of Pisa and 
the liberal arts from Aleuin — by way of question and answer. In this 
scholarly circle, Frankish names were tod dull; Charles became “king 
David,” Aleuin “Flaceus” (Horace), Theodulf “Pindar,” Angilbert 
“ Homer,” Arno of Salzburg “ Aquila,” Eppin the cup-bearer “Nehemiah,” 
and Charles’ daughters “Lucia” and “Columba.” 

The palace school, to be distinguished from this “academia” of cour- 
tiers, had dated back to the days of St Leger (ob. 678), but not as a school 
where the liberal arts were taught. It had consisted of the young clerks 
under the archchaplain, and the sons of the nobility in training as pages 
and squires; young children do not seem to have been received, for the 
school was, like the court, ambulatory, and there are references to several 



Charlemagne's palace school 


773 


“adolescentuli” who attended it after receiving training elsewhere. It is 
significant that Pepin the Short, by whom so many of the Carolingian 
reforms were begun, was educated, not in the palace school, but in the 
monastery of St Denis. In Charles’ own time, when Peter of Pisa and 
Alcuin taught the school, the majority of boys and youths who attended 
it would seem to have been clerks, the future bishops and abbots of the 
kingdom, and to these the old classical education of the liberal arts was 
again afforded; but the point of great interest about the school is that 
some young lay nobles, like Einhard the historian, also received similar 
instruction, and this was a new departure. Bishop Wilfrid of York 
had received young nobles to train either as clerks or squires, according 
to their own wish when- they were old enough to decide; but it was the 
greatness and magnificence of his household, his “innumerus sodalium 
exercitus,” which procured his banishment. His successor, John of Beverley, 
also had young laymen in his train when travelling, and apparently living 
with him “in clero”; hut if the tonsure was not yet given separately from 
a minor order in England, they may have been probationers for such 
orders. Certainly, the Carolingian palace school was the first to give 
classical (as distinct from religious) teaching to lay boys in any number, 
a feature in which it was copied by Alfred’s palace school later. The 
account of Charlemagne’s visit to his scholars, after they had been left 
behind for a time in Gaul under Clement the Scot, during one of his 
campaigns, would seem to shew that even his scholars were mainly clerks ; 
for he rebuked the idle, and promised to the industrious “bishoprics and 
abbeys” — not lay offices. The sort of instruction conferred on the lay 
boys may have been of the nature of the “propositio” found in a manu- 
script contemporary with Alcuin and headed “Ad acuendos iuvenes.” A 
certain man had a herd of 100 pigs, it begins; be wished to have them 
slaughtered in equal numbers on three days; how many should he have 
slaughtered each day? When time has been given for meditation, the 
“magister” should say, “quasi increpando iuvenes,” “Now this is a fable 
and it can be solved by nobody.” 

From the accession of Charlemagne till c. 1170 episcopal schools were 
the most important organ of education, and were frequent subjects of 
legislation; after c. 1170 the universities, which grew out of them, replaced 
them as centres of the teaching of the liberal arts ; though they, with the 
grammar schools of the diocese, continued to teach grammar and rhetoric 
to schoolboys, and theology to the greater part of the diocesan clergy. 
Monastic schools from about 800 to 1000 probably produced greater 
scholars, but these were monks who gave their whole lives to scholarship. 
From c. 1000 to c. 1170 the cathedral schools — Tours, Orleans, Utrecht, 
Liege, Rlieims, Chartres, Paris — eclipsed the monastic schools even in 
the production of scholars ; during this period they were the international 
centres of adult scholarship, as well as training-schools for the diocesan 
clergy. 
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Charlemagne’s capitulary of 787, addressed to the Abbot of Fulda, 
ordered that in all the monasteries and bishops’ houses under his rale 
there should be study, 44 litterarum meditationes,” and 44 those who can 
shall teach,” for grammar and rhetoric were indispensable for under- 
standing the figures of scripture. In 789 he issued another more precise : 
“Let the ministers of God’s altar... collect and associate with themselves 
(i.e. maintain in their houses) children, not only of servile condition but 
also free-born (ingenui).” Some bishops are known to have redeemed 
slaves for this purpose. 44 And that there may be schools of reading-boys 
(i.e. lectors), let them learn psalms, notes, chants, the computus, and 
grammar in each monastery and bishop’s house.” In these internal 
schools bishops were to train young clerks, and abbots were to train 
monks. The capitulary of 805 referred to such schools and ordered that 
all should learn truly about the computus, that children should be sent 
to learn the art of medicine (presumably, boarded in some school in 
South Italy), and that the Roman chant, as used at Metz, should be 
followed. Alcuin, exhausted with the perambulations of the court, retired 
in 796 to teach the liberal arts to the canons of the cathedral monastery 
of St Martin of Tours, and to such scholars as resorted to him 1 . 
He wrote in that year to Eanbald of York about the conduct of his 
familia, advising that his clerks should be separated according to their 
occupation, reading, the chant, or writing, and that a master should be 
provided for each 44 order.” Possibly the scholastic classes coincided with 
the reception of some minor order, as a comparison with the clerks of 
Milan 2 * suggests ; or perhaps the use of the word is merely accidental. 
Alcuin wrote to Arno, later Archbishop of Salzburg, in 799, advising 
that he and his suffragans should have scholars, and make them diligently 
learn psalms and church melodies, that the daily course of the praises of 
God might be performed in each (mother) church ; and to another bishop 
in Germany, advising him to hasten home and set in order the boys’ 
lessons : who should learn grammar, who read epistles and small books, 
and who Holy Scripture. 

Bishop Theodulf of Orleans carried the provision for education within 
his diocese a stage further. 44 If any priest wishes to send his nephew or 
his relation to school in the (cathedral) church of Ste Croix, or in the 
monastery of St Aignan, or St Benoit, or St Liphard, or in other of the 
monastic communities which it is granted us to govern: we give him 
leave to do this. 7 ' The concession is here financial : the cathedral school 
shall receive their relations for nothing (and board them, probably) ; and 
the bishop will see that abbots also receive, board, and teach them for 

1 Cf. for an apparent reference to the reception and boarding of such scholars 
44 quantum possibilitas sinit” in the monastery of Mur bach, Fez, B., Thesaurus 
aneedoiorum nomssimm, Augsburg, 1721, tom. n, pt. iii, col. 378. 

2 For an account of the Milanese episcopal household and schools, see Landulf 

Junior, Eistoria Mediolanensis , in MGH, Script, viii, p. 40; pp. 70-71. 
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n°thing, as oblates, or possibly as candidates for the secular clergy also. 
The next canon probably refers to the teaching of day scholars : “ Let 
priests in towns and villages have schools, and if any of the faithful 
wishes to commend his little ones to them to learn letters, they ought to 
receive them... and teach them with the greatest affection.... They shall 
demand nothing in this matter by way of price, nor shall they receive 
anything from them, except what the parents... shall bestow upon them 
voluntarily. 1 '’ 1 This canon shews the high-water mark of Carolingian 
advance, and shews the ideal of one of the greatest scholars of Charles’ 
court— of one also acquainted with conditions in Italy, where grammar 
masters were fairly plentiful. The whole set of canons are rather counsels 
of perfection than ecclesiastical laws ; the laity were equally canonically 
bound to say their prayers at least twice a day, and priests to confess 
their sins with groans and tears, reciting the fifty-first psalm, once or 
twice a day, or as much oftener as possible. Theodulf was at one time 
Abbot of St Benoit (Fleury), and energetic in the reform movement 
connected with St Benedict of Aniane, and hence his capitulary was read 
and copied by monastic reformers. Dunstan and the English reformers 
were closely in touch with Fleury, and this probably explains the presence 
of different parts of the capitulary in two English manuscripts, both in 
Latin with English translations. The part of the capitulary dealing with 
schools occurs in a manuscript following some “statuta” collected by 
Abbot Aelfric of Eynsham; but there is no evidence that it was ever 
“ lecta et publicata” in any English synod, or even that the translator 
was Aelfric. Another copy in a monastery at Ghent attributed it 
explicitly, but certainly wrongly, to the Council of Constantinople, 680, 
causing confusion to later writers. The canon about schools is not drawn 
from any Eastern council, but was Theodulf ’s own work. 

Charlemagne’s capitularies were not universally obeyed. In 81 3 the 
Council of Chalon reiterated that schools must be set up; and in 817 
the Council of Aix-la-Chapelle dealt with both monastic and cathedral 
schools. In monasteries there were to be schools only of oblates; a few, 
like Fulda and St Gall, continued for a time to have “ scholae exteriores 
seu canonicae 1? for training secular clerks. Chrodegang’s rule, revised 
and enlarged by some chapters, was to be observed, as the “regula 
Aquisgranensis, 11 by all the cathedrals of the Empire. A chapter of the 
rule regulated the provisions for the cathedral school. As earlier, it was 
to be an internal school, in which the young clerks were maintained by 
the chapter ; the boys slept and worked together, in charge of an aged 
and discreet canon, though they might have a younger one to teach them. 
The rule was influential in reforms carried out by Dunstan in England, 

1 The teaching may have been intended to include Latin : it was certainly 
different from the learning by heart of the Creed and Lord’s Prayer, in Latin or 
German, by the newly-converted Saxons, as ordered by the Council of Mayence. 
(Mansi, xiv, col. 74, cap. xlv.) 
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and was formally adopted by Leofric of Exeter c. 1050. The chapter 
describing the school must be taken as descriptive of the normal cathedral 
school in the Carolingian Empire from this time forward, apart from 
evidence to the contrary in particular cases, and till the communal life 
of chapters lapsed. Alcuin’s teaching at Tours made the school so famous 
that conditions were perhaps abnormal there in his day. External scholars, 
boarding in the town, may have been taught by him ; certainly in 843 
Amalric, canon and scholasticus, left a bequest to the future preceptors 
in the school, to prevent the abominable custom, which had sprung up 
in his predecessors 1 day, of taking a price for instruction, “ as from any 
other worldly business. 11 Whether the endowment was to recompense 
the preceptors for renouncing the fees of external scholars, or to enable 
them to board these scholars gratis in their house, is not clear. There 
was certainly an internal and an external school at Rheims later; and, 
from about 900 onwards, the general practice of the cathedrals seems to 
have been for the chapter to maintain a number of “ clericuli, 11 while 
others were taken into the school as a private bargain with their relatives, 
and yet others were boarded by individual canons, who made a special 
bargain with relatives for “introducing them into the clerical order. 11 
Generally speaking, and theoretically, no fees, or very small fees, were 
charged for teaching only in the cathedral grammar or theology school, 
the masters being maintained by the chapter; but unless they had a 
prebend the maintenance was sometimes insufficient, and practice varied. 

The ninth century brought difficulties to the schools. Louis the 
Pious, in 822, desired that schools should be amended : the parents or 
lords of scholars (no longer, significantly, the bishop) must help to provide 
for them ; if the diocese (parochia) were very large, two or three places of 
study must be founded. The Council of Paris, in 824, ordered each bishop 
to shew more zeal to have a school to educate the militia of Christ ; to 
encourage this, let each bishop bring his scholasticus to the provincial 
council. In 824 Lothar, as co-regent with his father, ordered that, since 
instruction was lacking in Italy, schools of “ doctrina 11 should be main- 
tained in certain towns, which he specified. In 826 Pope Eugenius II 
enacted that, since in some places there were neither masters nor care for 
the study of letters, each bishopric, and other places where there was 
need, should have masters and doctors to teach letters and the “ dogmas 
of the liberal arts. 11 The Council of Paris, in 829, repeated the provisions 
of 822, and the bishops petitioned the Emperor Louis that, lest his 
father’s work should be lost, three “public schools 11 should be set up in 
his Empire ; which three schools of Charlemagne they referred to is not 
clear, though a subsequent canon shews that they were including Italy 
in the Empire. The Council of Meaux, in 845, declared all the capitularies 
of Charles and Louis the Pious to be still in force, and ordered all bishops 
to build a cloister near their church for the regular training of their 
clerks (as Eugenius II had also ordered in 826). In 852 Archbishop 
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Hinemar of Jtheims enjoined in a synod that answers should be made to 
certain questions, to be propounded by the magister and the dean “ in 
each mother-church, and in each chapel of our paroehia (archbishopric)’' ; 
among others: “Had the priest a clerk who could keep school, or read 
the epistle and sing, according as was necessary — the one, probably, in 
a mother-church ( eccksia ), the other in a chapel ( cctpella ). This provision 
was perhaps due to a clause in the homilies of the contemporary Pope 
Leo IV that “each priest should have a scholar clerk, who could read 
the epistle or lesson 1 and respond at mass, and with whom he could sing 
psalms.” The same Pope, in 853, practically repealed Eugeni us’ canon 
about the schools of liberal arts, by acknowledging that grammar masters 
were scarce, and ordering that, in lack of them, masters of divine scriptures 
and teachers of the office should be provided. 

The ravages of the Northmen and internecine wars had half consumed 
learning by the mid-century, and the Council of Valence, summoned in 
855 for the provinces of Lyons, Vienne, and Arles, could only order that 
“ something should be discussed, and if possible decreed and ordained, 
about schools both of divine and secular literature and church chant, 
since, from the long intermission of this study, ignorance of the faith 
and of all knowledge has overtaken many bishoprics.” Archbishop Herard 
of Tours, in 858, ordered that “ priests should have schools as much as 
they can, and corrected books”; and Bishop Walter of Orleans in the 
same 'year interpreted this by enacting that “every priest must have 
a clerk, whom he must have religiously educated; and, if it is possible 
for him, he must have a school in his church, and wisely take heed that 
those whom he receives to teach he may chastely and sincerely nourish.” 
This seems an interesting attempt to extend the system of training 
lectors from episcopal and collegiate churches to those of single priests ; 
each priest must train or have trained (procuret educare) one clerk (the 
ancestor, of course, of the later parish clerk), and, if it be possible, let 
him nourish more. In 859 the Council of Savonnieres urged that “seholae 
publicae” (apparently implying, at the date, royally -endowed schools) 
should be set up, so that fruit both of divine and human learning might 
accrue to the Church. 

After these enactments, however, the schools gradually recovered and 
became flourishing ; the records of individual cathedrals indicate greater 
prosperity and scholarship. Bishop Ratherius of Verona in 966 decreed 
that he would in future promote no ordinands who had not lived in his 
own city, or in some monastery, or “apud qnemlibet sapientem,” and to 
some extent learned letters, The clause about private teaching is char- 
acteristic of Italian conditions ; north of the Alps ordinands would have 
attached themselves to some cathedral school (unless ordained without 
preparation in deference to the wish of some layman). Gregory VII in 
1078 ordered that “ all bishops were to have the arts of letters taught 
1 The Old Testament passage sometimes read in piaee of the Epistle. 
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in their churches, 1 ’’ i.e, not merely “divine learning 11 but secular. The 
growth of the schools is marked by increase of masters. Fulbert (ob. 1088), 
the seholar-Bishop of Chartres, who raised the schools to the pitch of 
fame, gave Hildegaire both the birch of the grammaticus and the tablets 
of the chancellor as symbols of authority ; in addition, Hildegaire held 
the position of sub-dean. Fluctuations still occurred at Chartres between 
the work and functions of the chancellor, vice-chancellor, and gram- 
maticus ; but by c. 1150 the chancellor as such had a prebend, taught 
only theology, and had under him a scholasticus now usually termed the 
“magister scholarum.” The latter had no prebend as such, but was some- 
times a canon ; in any case, he received the usual distributions of food 
and money for attendance at offices. Development at other cathedrals 
was roughly parallel, the magister scholarum of the earlier centuries 
becoming the chancellor in the twelfth century, and teaching only 
theology, with a grammar master under him. In all dioceses other 
grammar schools were now fairly frequent, the right of teaching, however, 
remaining a strict monopoly, guarded by the chancellor of the diocese. 
After the rise of the universities (c. 1170), the best scholars were drawn 
away from the cathedral schools as such, and the teaching of the liberal 
arts in these dwindled to the teaching of grammar and rhetoric. 

The decline of diocesan teaching roused the anxiety of the Church. 
In the lesser cathedrals there was difficulty even in obtaining a grammar 
master, since no benefice was provided for him, and there was more 
lucrative employment elsewhere. The Third Laterau Council, in 1179, 
ordered that a competent benefice' should be given in every cathedral to 
a master, who should teach the clerks of the church and poor scholars 
for nothing ; nor was the ecclesiastical authority to charge for the license 
to teach, nor deny it to any suitable candidate. The Fourth Lateran 
Council, in 1815, asserted that this provision had remained widely unful- 
filled ; it ordered each cathedral church, and other (collegiate) churches 
which had the means, to pi-ovide a prebend for a grammar master, and 
each metropolitan church one for a theology master. The provisions still 
remained largely unfulfilled, the difficulty being to get the chapter to 
give up a prebend for the purpose, especially as so many prebends were 
anticipated by papal provision. The friars, however, set up in this 
century their own hierarchy of schools, in some of which the presence of 
seculars was allowed. St Thomas Aquinas wrote in 1857 that the decree 
for the provision of a theology master in each metropolitan church had 
not been observed “ through lack of letters,” but now it had been more 
than fulfilled by the religious. 

The monastic schools saw their two most flourishing centuries after 
the Carol ingian renaissance. The external schools about which most is 
known were those of Fulda, St Gall, and Bee. Raban Maur of Fulda 
was sent by his abbot to study under Alcuin at Tours, and was afterwards 
given the direction of the monks’ school at Fulda, with orders to preserve 
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Alcuin’s method of teaching. He then ruled both schools (for oblates 
and clerks) “ with piety and doctrine,” and appointed two masters to 
teach under him. The schools of St Gall were famous in the ninth 
century, when Notker the Stammerer and other scholars were trained 
there. “ The cloister school with blessed Notker and other children of 
the monastic habit was handed over to Mareellus, and the external school, 
that is the canonical school, to Iso.” In 937 one of the scholars of this 
school started a serious fire in the monastery, to save himself a beating. 
The external school started at Bee by Lanfranc was somewhat of a new 
departure; it was not maintained to fill the place of a non-existent 
canonical, or cathedral, school, but to aid the poverty of the newly- 
founded house with fees ; it was, in fact, a continuation of Lanfranc’s 
work as a private rhetoric teacher in Italy. On the other hand, when 
St William of Dijon {oh. 1031) was called by Duke Richard to Normandy 
to introduce the Cluniac reforms, he substituted monks for clerks in the 
abbey of Feeamps, and started an external school there of the old, 
canonical type. “ For when he saw that knowledge of singing and reading 
among the rural clerks was... almost perished, not only in that place but 
throughout the whole province,. ..he founded a school of the sacred 
ministry where the brothers skilled in this office taught freely, for the 
love of God.” 

The teaching, of laymen in this period has been passed over, for there 
were no schools for laymen as such, even the little A.B.C. schools being 
mainly intended to teach “song” to little clerks. The sons of the nobility 
were more frequently taught reading, writing, and such Latin as they 
were considered to need, by their father’s chaplain, or the chaplain of 
the lay noble, bishop, or abbot to whom they were sent for “nurture.” 
Learned lay women were similarly taught, though the nunneries, being 
poorer than the men’s houses, more often received little “ prebendinants” 
(boarders), boys as well as girls, for education. But as a rule the teaching 
of laymen and lay women before 1300 was individual 1 . 

1 No description of grammar schools, other than those attached to cathedral or 
collegiate churches, has been here attempted, for reasons of space. Between the 
rise of the universities, c. 1170, when grammar masters became more plentiful, and 
the end of the thirteenth century, such schools existed, and even in some numbers ; 
but they were the same in character and method as they were in the next two 
centuries, when they became still more numerous. A full description of such 
grammar schools will be given in Vol. vm. 
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CHAPTER XXIII. 

PHILOSOPHY IN THE MIDDLE AGES. 

Not even the briefest sketch of medieval philosophy can dispense with 
a preface. Superfluous as it may seem to enquire what is meant by the 
“Middle Ages,” and again by “philosophy,” neglect of these elementary 
questions has often led to misunderstanding of those still shadowy centuries 
which lie between antiquity and ourselves. Precisely when and why the 
Middle Ages were first so designated it might be hard to decide. The 
presumption of some affinity between the ancient and modern world is 
tolerably clear, but when this vague resemblance is tried by a variety of 
tests, the grounds for affirming it become more and more obscure. And 
since our business here is only with philosophy, it may be well to assert 
at once that the ancient status of philosophy has never been reproduced. 
To the Greeks, from the days of the half-legendary Pythagoras, philosophy 
meant the adoption of a considered way of life which was not the common 
way of the world, and did not coincide with observance of the law. On 
the one side were the authority of custom and the religion of the State; 
on the other curiosity and criticism, the impulse to search for the hidden 
meaning of things and to establish a link between knowledge and life. 
The original freedom of Greek philosophy must indeed be largely attri- 
buted to the inseparable alliance between the Pagan State and the Pagan 
religion. Eor the official religion of the Greeks (as of the Homans) was 
founded on no articulate theology and embodied in no visible Church. 
The only theologians of early days were the poets. They at least gave 
an account of the gods, in the form of scandalous stories ; and with them, 
therefore, rather than with popular piety, the philosophers were moved to 
quarrel when they too began to examine the cosmos and to meditate upon 
the agency of the gods. Then it was that “theology,” in the predestined 
sense of that ominous word, cast its first deep shadow across the life of 
man. In answer to poetic travesties of the divine nature, Plato lightly 
sketches his “outlines of theology,” with their innocent appearance and 
their promise of unending dispute. Aristotle in his turn, for all his 
reticence on the subject of the gods, gives “theology” as an alternative 
name for the “first philosophy,” which posterity was to know as “meta- 
physics.” Whatever name be preferred, the momentous fact is that 
monotheism, as an intellectual and moral doctrine, arose in philosophical 
circles beyond the range of civic religion, and without reference to the 
authority of the State. 
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The original stamp of philosophy was preserved with some difficulty 
in the respectable circumstances of the Academy and the Lyceum, The 
danger now was that a brotherhood of seekers after truth would degenerate 
into a school of dialecticians. Philosophy languishes sadly as the trade 
of professors and the sport of impertinent boys. From this fate it was 
partly delivered in Greece by the march of political events. When the 
career of Alexander put an end to the reality of the city-state, without 
providing a substitute, less attraction was found henceforward in the 
political life and more, therefore, in the theoretic. At the same time, 
philosophy began to be Hellenistic rather than Hellenic. Zeno of Citium 
was a portent of many things, and the tenets of Stoicism, though they 
rang a little hollow at times, sounded further abroad than the voice of 
the town-crier in Aristotle’s diminutive metropolis. Philosophy grew 
daily more like a religion, a refuge for the disconsolate and a guide for 
the perplexed. Now when there is one religion derived from a philoso- 
phical valuation of life, and another bound up with the State but unsup- 
ported by theology, we have before us all the elements of a revolution 
which sooner or later will overturn the world. What delayed the catas- 
trophe in the ancient world was the scorn of philosophers for the vulgar 
and the indifference of the State to theological speculation. It remains 
to consider briefly the causes which brought this mutual disregard to an 
end. 

The single object of this hasty glance at the ancient world being to 
secure the right line of approach to the medieval period, the story of 
philosophy at Rome must be passed over, until the age when the old Latin 
elements of culture are well nigh lost in a medley of Greek and Oriental 
ideas. Never, perhaps, would the fortunes of philosophy have been united 
with those of the imperial city but for the advent of Plotinus in the third 
century and the eventual adoption of Neo-Platonism as the forlorn hope 
of pagan civilisation against the onset of the Christian Church. The 
story of the Church in its early generations has been related many times 
and with many objects. Seldom has it been presented in one of its most 
genuine aspects, as a struggle with rival philosophies at a time when the 
call to a spiritual life was audible to all serious men. When the Christian 
society escaped from the circle of Judaism and began to grasp the full 
nature of its mission, there existed only two forces sufficiently universal 
to compete with it for mastery of the world, Greek philosophy and Roman 
Law. The Pagan cults cannot rank as a third and equal competitor. 
Neither singly nor collectively did they embody an idea capable of welding 
mankind into social coherence. The imperium, on the other hand, the 
whole majestic apparatus of law and sovereignty, was a visible bond of 
union, and behind it lay, to all appearance, irresistible force. Yet in the 
end it was to prove easier for a Christian to mount the throne of the 
Caesars than for the new doctrine of the Logos to prevail against its 
philosophical rivals. The last and greatest victory of the Church was over 

ch. xxiii. : 
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Neo-Platonism, when the spoils of the vanquished passed to the camp of 
the victor, to be handed down as part of the armour of faith. 

To set Christianity among the philosophies is not fanciful, so long as 
we bear in mind that philosophy meant to the Greeks a way of life be- 
longing to a particular society. When we read in the Acts of the Apostles 
how Paul had once persecuted “this way,” or how the convert was taken 
to be further instructed in “the way,” we hear a language long familiar 
to Hellenes and easily intelligible to educated Romans. Where the Chris- 
tian way differed patently from the others was in making its first appeal 
to the simple and in its frank abhorrence of popular religion. For these 
reasons it figures in Roman authors as a kind of odium fmmani generis 
long before it was counted worthy of intellectual opposition. But by the 
age of Plotinus and Porphyry that phase was concluded. Christianity 
had now taken its place as one of the proffered ways of salvation, just as 
Gnosticism of a kind was a second, and Neo-Platonism a third. In the school 
of Plotinus we see the climax of the tendency to theologise philosophy, 
and thus to fashion an exalted religion far removed from the superstitions 
of the vulgar. To this conclusion ancient philosophy had grown steadily 
nearer, and this was its final legacy to the Church. No greater fiction, 
then, can well be alleged as history than the assertion that the Middle 
Ages corrupted the nature of philosophy by confusing it with theological 
doctrine. On the contrary, the attempted distinction between theology 
and philosophy was a characteristic medieval invention. For not until 
the last days of Paganism did the occasion for such discrimination 
arise. 

For philosophy, as for political history, the arresting figure of Julian 
is full of significance. Sagacious enough to learn from the Church the 
secret of victory, he sought to create a bond between the religion of the 
many and the lofty speculations of the few. He failed because Neo- 
Platonism, however refined as theology, possessed no means of trans- 
lating itself into a rule for the humble. Its solitary implement, already 
dull and rusty, was the allegorising of fable and myth. But the multitude, 
as Plato had foreseen, could not be saved by hidden meanings. When we 
read the last book of the last Ennead , we understand how the new faith 
may have failed to touch Plotinus; but when we set the unvarnished 
story of the Gospel side by side with any Pagan allegory, the contrast is 
almost painfully absurd. Nevertheless, we may learn from the story of 
Julian that, as Pagan philosophy had grown ever more theological, so the 
Pagan State, under a Neo-Platonist Emperor, might almost have assumed 
the character of an authoritative Church. To look at the same facts from 
the Christian point of view, we see how the Church, by her double victory 
over the irnperium of Rome and the philosophy of Greece, committed 
herself to the two great enterprises of the Middle Ages, the search for a 
distinction between philosophy and theology, and the search for a way of 
reconciling the temporal with the spiritual power. As soon as those two 
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problems are in being, we may know, in fact, that the Middle Ages have 
begun. To the Middle Ages, also, it fell to discover, through much toil 
and tribulation, that fundamentally the two problems are one. 

For the student of philosophy the result of the successive blows which 
shattered the Roman Empire is almost wholly comprised in the division 
of civilisation into eastern and western halves. A prophet in the age of 
Marcus Aurelius, or even of Trajan, might well have foretold a time when 
Hellenism would have completely submerged the Latin elements of culture 
carried westward by victorious generals as far as the British Isles. Whether 
such a prophecy would ever have been fulfilled it is idle to speculate.. The 
fact remains that it was not. For the various reasons narrated by historians 
there came the great reaction, when the tide of Hellenism rolled back 
eastwards, bearing with it the treasures of culture as well as the imperial 
throne. Even the greatest of Roman products, jurisprudence, appeared 
to forsake its proper home; and while the great codification was being 
accomplished at Byzantium, Roman Law in the West was becoming an 
adjunct of persons rather than the voice of an independent and sovereign 
society. In this cleavage of East and West there was, nevertheless, a kind 
of historical justice. For between the Greek and the Latin there was, and 
is, a deep and abiding antagonism. The enthusiasm of Roman authors 
for Hellenic models disguised that truth for antiquity, as the ambiguity 
of the term “ classical” has often obscured it for ourselves. Yet the fact 
persisted, and one clear function of the Middle Ages was to make a new 
revelation of latinitas, barely possible until the superior light of Hellas 
was at least partially eclipsed. The contrast, perpetually recurring in 
medieval authors, between Graeci and Latini does not rest upon differences 
of nationality or race. The true line of demarcation was always the 
grammatical or literary language. The Latini were simply the miscel- 
laneous assemblage of peoples who used Latin as their vehicle of literary 
expression; a similar interpretation must be given to Graeci ; ami for the 
same reason, when we arrive in due course at the philosophers of Islam, 
the single and sufficient excuse for calling them “Arabs ' 11 will be that their 
works were composed in the Arabic tongue. These divisions must not, 
however, be interpreted too narrowly. They stood less for the interruption 
of colloquial intercourse than for wide intellectual schisms and radical 
diversities of mind. Nothing proves this better than a scrutiny of the 
several occasions, from the ninth to the thirteenth century, when some 
Greek author was newly translated into Latin. We then learn that the 
famous Graccia captaferum. . . , however true in antiquity, became conspicu- 
ously false in the medieval centuries. The truth was rather that each 
translated Greek became in his turn the captive of latinitas . He entered 
a world where the very terminology was steeped in Latin associations, and 
where there flourished a spirit of auctoriias as alien from the traditions 
of Hellas as the Summa of Aquinas from the dialogues of Plato. To mark 
the stages in medieval philosophy as a series of Greek invasions is not 
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unscientific; but we have always to add that the result was rather to 
enlarge a Latin structure than to remodel it on pure Hellenic lines. 

After two or three of the darkest centuries in European history the 
Carolingian renaissance offers a glimmer of daylight. With Charles the 
Great we see Europe awaking to the consciousness of ignorance and to 
the need of regaining touch with the past. When Alenin (ob. 804) was 
summoned from England to reform the methods of school instruction, 
he revived the old curriculum of the seven liberal arts, the famous Trivium 
and Quadrivium, and thus incidentally renewed the study of dialectic, the 
most durable element in European education. By his own writings, and 
still more by his pupils, his educational influence was spread widely abroad. 
An attempt has been made to claim more for him. He has been hailed 
as the father of Scholasticism (most ambiguous of titles), or at least as 
the progenitor of philosophy in France. It is more than doubtful, how- 
ever, if the claim can be upheld. The circle of Charles the Great caught 
eagerly at the threads of tradition and found novelty enough in ideas far 
from original. Philosophia itself was a name that stood for the general 
culture of the liberal arts, or sometimes for dialectic in particular, rather than 
for the apprehension of grave intellectual problems. In spite, therefore, 
of the noble work of Alcuin, and in spite of the encyclopedic learning of 
his pupil Rabanus Maurus, Archbishop of Mayenee, and, as he has well 
been styled, primus pr acceptor Ger maniac , it is not unfair to judge that 
no figure of high import for philosophy emerges before the astonishing 
Johannes Scottus Eriugena, court-philosopher and even, if tales be true, 
court-jester to Charles the Bald. 

The entrance and exit of this mysterious Irishman are swift and his- 
trionic. Appearing suddenly from one wing, he remains on the stage of 
France just long enough to derange the plot and bewilder the actors, 
before he vanishes on the other side and is lost in “confused noise without.” 
Long afterwards we learn from William of Malmesbury that the noise 
was caused by his English scholars, who were busy murdering their master 
with the points of their pens. Doubtless they took the hint from 
J ohn’s own observation : stilus ferreus alia parte qua scribamus, alia qua 
ddeamus a fabro f actus estK Uncertainty about his origin and end is, 
however, of small consequence. His works are with us, and the occasion 
of his first and last appearance in the ecclesiastical drama is notorious. 
Gottschalk, a man of noble birth and a reluctant follower of St Benedict, 
had extracted from the study of St Augustine a doctrine of “double pre- 
destination,” which ensured the damnation of the wicked no less firmly 
than the salvation of the good. Whatever the logical difficulty of evading 
that conclusion, the moral danger of fatalism was so plainly threatened 
by it that Hincmar, the powerful and restless Archbishop of Rheims 
(ob. 882), was roused to vigorous action. The unhappy monk was indicted, 
condemned, imprisoned, and finally harried into his grave. But Gottschalk 
1 M1*L, cxxn, 422. 
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or his opinions, did not lack supporters. Assailed from many sides by 
weighty rebukes, Hinemar judged it expedient to add reason to force, and 
in a rash moment entrusted to John the Scot the task of demolishing 
Gottschalk’s position. The result was (in the year 851 ) the treatise on 
Predestination, which defeated not only Gottschalk but Hinemar and all 
parties concerned. 

The knowledge of Greek, now a rare accomplishment, which John 
brought with him from Ireland, stood for more than linguistic proficiency. 
His philosophy is a genuine derivation from Greek sources, Pagan and 
Christian, and must be interpreted rather by the ideas of the fifth century 
than by later developments of medieval thought. In the De Praedestina - 
tione, it is true, he affects to rely solely on Latin authors; whence it has 
been doubtfully inferred that he had not yet acknowledged the sway of 
the Pseudo-Dionysius. A more likely explanation is found in the contro- 
versial character of the work. John’s business was to turn against Gott- 
schalk the authorities, especially Augustine, to whom he had appealed. 
With an ingenuity almost too subtle he carries out this programme, yet 
only on the surface. The force and substance of his argument belong to 
Neo-Platonism. Either, therefore, he was already familiar with the 
Areopagite, or he must in some other way have mastered a body of 
doctrine akin to the philosophy of Proelus. In any case, the refutation 
of Gottschalk depends entirely on an account of the Divine Nature 
developed by Plotinus and his school out of elements originally supplied 
by Plato. The essence of God, His will, and His intellect, are one pure 
and indivisible substance identical with goodness. From his eternal per- 
fection no effects but what are good can proceed. If the will of the 
Creator is the necessity of the creature, yet that will is the pure expression 
of liberty, and man’s necessity is but the appetite for goodness, in which 
human liberty essentially consists. How, then, shall we distinguish the 
good from the bad? And how leave room for the freedom of decision 
upon which moral responsibility depends? John firmly maintains the 
reality of liberum arbitrmm, and denies that God compels any man to be 
either good or bad; but the critical question evidently is whether the 
existence of evil in any real sense can he allowed. Boldly and variously 
as John wrestles with his problem, he never wavers in his belief that evil 
is pure negation. Sin, death, and eternal punishment he sees as indivisible 
links in a chain, but God neither knows nor wills them. What God 
foreknows lie predestinates; whence, if he is said to foreknow evils without 
predestinating them, this can only be a modus heutionis , designed to 
stimulate us to deeper understanding of the truth. Foreknowledge itself 
is but a metaphor; for priority in time has no meaning in relation to 
God, in whose life is neither past nor future, but only the eternal now. 

To do justice to the argument in a few lines is impossible, but its 
two-edged character and its threat to the orthodox view of sin and 
punishment will easily be detected. The whole tone of the reasoning, too, 
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must have been foreign to John’s contemporaries, who can hardlv have 
failed to see how little he trusted to familiar authorities, and how much 
to arguments derived from none knew where. It is a mistake, however, 
to lav as much emphasis as some modern writers have done on John’s 
identification (in the first chapter) of vera philosophia with vera religio , 
In itself this was no startling novelty, nor was it. a mere ruse of debate 
for John to quote the precedent of Augustine. Verm philosophus est 
amotor Dei 1 was Augustine’s summary of the aim of philosophy : the test 
by which he had tried Socrates and Plato, and found them not far from 
the Kingdom of Heaven. Thus far, in fact, John was expressing a sound 
historical judgment on the meaning of philosophy in the past. It is 
further to be observed that the word is religio, not theologia. A simple 
identification of philosophy with theology is far from his intention. 
Broadly speaking, theologia always signifies for him some measure of the 
divine illumination not vouchsafed outside the Catholic Church. Johannes 
theologies is his title for the author of the Fourth Gospel, and all theologi 
belong to a privileged class, from which many philosophi would be excluded. 
Thus philosophi saecidares is a name for the Pagan sages, and inanis 
philosophia serves to describe the practice of Jews and heretics, who cling 
to the letter of the scriptures and pay no heed to the spirit. On the other 
hand, philosophia in its widest sense can cover the entire search for wisdom, 
of which theology is the highest but not the only part. No greater libel, 
certainly, can be fastened on John the Scot than to represent him as 
dressing up in the garb of Christianity some Pagan philosophy in which 
alone he believed. No vestige of such an intention can be traced in his 
pages. He is ardently, almost passionately, Christian. What his feelings 
would have been had he learned that “Dionysius” was an author never 
heard of before the sixth century, and, possibly, a pupil of Prod us («/;. 485), 
it is vain to conjecture. As it is, he had probably never heard of Proelus, 
nor ever read a word of Plotinus. Plato he counts the chief of philosophers 
— the merest commonplace in Christian writers down to the end of the 
twelfth century — but from the Platonic secta he more than once dissociates 
himself, and never would he have dreamed of making Plato the equal, in his 
theological knowledge, of the Greek Fathers, or Dionysius, or Augustine. 

Some caution is needed, again, in describing his view of reason and 
authority. For while it is common to quote from him such sayings as 
auctoriias ex vera ratione processit, ratio vero nequaquam ex auctoritate' 2 , 
it is no less common to ignore the qualifications of the context, and to 
omit altogether many other passages of a very different colour. Ratio 
itself is a difficult and ambiguous term. Sometimes it comprehends all the 
operations of the mind; sometimes it means only the discursive, dialec- 
tical reason, which stands on a permanently lower level than intelledus sive 
animus sive mens. The last thing John would suggest is that reason, in this 
narrower sense, can find out and interpret the ways of God, His point is 
1 Augustine, De Civitate Dei, vm, 1. 2 MPL, cxxxi, 513, 



The charge of Pantheism 787 


rather that auctoritas is valuable only in so far as it represents what the 
intellect of saintly theologi has revealed- Reason itself demands our 
reverence for what is above reason; it does not, however, demand blind 
subservience to patristic utterances, or to the bare letter of the Scriptures, 
any more than it encourages us to put our trust in petty dialectic, Vera 
auctoritas, says John the Scot ,rectae rationi non ohsistit,neque recta ratio 
verae auctoritati 1 . To force him into a rigid dilemma of reason and 
authority is likely to be an anachronism only less regrettable than the 
proposal to enlist him on the side of the Nominalists or the Realists. A 
mind like his refuses to be imprisoned in any such antithesis. What he 
believes in is the illumination of the mind with a heavenly radiance, as 
easily dimmed by ratio in one way as by auctoritas in another. 

The traditional accusation against the De Divisione Naturae — surely 
one of the most remarkable books in the world — is that of Pantheism. 
The charge would be more convincing if its authors would sometimes go 
so far as to tell us what Pantheism means. Presumably, it implies at least 
some kind of identification or confusion of God with His creatures, some 
materialisation of the Divine Nature, with loss of transcendence and the 
Creator’s prerogative. Now in the De Divisione Naturae there is a rich 
abundance of statements that seem to point in that direction. Nothing 
could be plainer, for example, than the words, proinde non duo a seipsis 
distantia debemus intelligere Deum et creaturam , sed unum et id ipsum 2 ; 
and this is but one out of many such passages. Yet no one, it is reasonable 
to suggest, who has striven to master the book as a whole, with due appre- 
ciation of its earlier sources, will* judge “Pantheism” to be other than an 
idle and empty description of the doctrines set forth by John the Scot. 
The universe, as he conceived of it, is one stupendous yet graded theophania. 
God is in omnibus and supra omnia, revealed in all His creatures, yet 
eternally transcending them all. They who declare that God is thus 
degraded below Himself must be prepared to deny that Jesus was God 
as well as man. For man is the officina omnis creaturae, the perfect 
microcosm ; whence the Incarnation reveals, in a single flash, the whole 
relation of God to the universe, even as the resurrection of Christ displays 
in a moment the reditus or reversio of all things to God. John himself 
was well aware of the danger to which he exposed himself. Anticipating 
the charge of Pantheism, he strove by many illustrations and analogies to 
accommodate his high and difficult thoughts to men of ruder understand- 
ing, In this he did not succeed. When not wholly neglected, his book 
was usually suspect. After lying comparatively dormant for more than 
three centuries, it was brought into fresh notoriety by the heretical 
Amalric of Bene. A preliminary condemnation at Paris in I £10 was 
followed in 1S25 by the sentence of Honorius III, who ordered all discover- 
able copies to be committed to the flames. Upon this, perhaps, the fairest 
comment is that, if Amalric and his friends had read John as carelessly 
1 MPL, cxxn, 511. 2 lb. cxxii, 678. 
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as some of his modern critics, the action of Honorius may easily be 
excused. 

The false dawn of the Carolingian renaissance faded all too soon into 
a second spell of darkness. Knowledge of Greek and the power of com- 
paring eastern with western traditions John the Scot did not bequeath 
to the following generations. His translations of Dionysius and Maximus 
Confessor— -sad examples of the verbum cle verbo method — may well have 
been unintelligible, while his commentaries or glosses on Martianus Capella 
and Boethius would distinguish him less clearly from other men. Dis- 
ordered and confused by the trend of political events, the Latin world 
relapsed into the confinement of a narrow circle of authors conned over 
and over again, yet often imperfectly known and understood. It is possible, 
however, to draw too wide an inference from the poverty of a philosophical 
library. Paucity of materials alone will not account for mental stagnation. 
To interpret the intellectual condition of the Middle Ages we must look 
rather to the vast transformation of the world, as the notion of a civitas 
Dei gradually supplanted the ideals of Pagan society. In the eyes of Au- 
gustine the secular power, no less than the heathen religion, still belongs 
to the civitas impiorum ; to possess and wield it can never be the ambition of 
the Church. Philosophy again, the property of the Greeks, though far 
superior to an idolatrous religion, is only an imperfect alternative to the 
Christian life. But the course of history was too strong for these older 
partitions and antagonisms. Before the end of the fifth century Pope 
Gelasius I was making his memorable pronouncement : duo quippe sunt 
quibus prbicipalUer mundus hie regitur, auctoritas sacrata pontifiemn et 
re galls potest as. This royal or imperial power was henceforward to be no 
Babylonish relic, but a necessary element in the life of a single, all- 
embracing society. However delegated or dispersed among princes, the 
temporal sovereignty must remain the sword of the spiritual, the instru- 
ment for extending and protecting the Kingdom of God upon earth* 
Authority of all kinds was gradually concentrated, until the thought of 
a philosophy unrelated to dogmatic propositions became as intolerable as 
the pretence of any secular power to stand outside the Church, The 
Creed and the Scriptures became the official source alike of law and of 
wisdom. The vis coactiva was now the appurtenance of knowledge, the 
knowledge divinely imparted to the Christian society. In such a society 
(no matter how much the papal theory was disputed) the weight of 
tradition could not fail to be overwhelming. From heresy to schism was 
now the briefest of steps, and novelty had always to justify itself. “Many 
men,'" says John the Scot, “are roused from slumber by heretics, that they 
may see the day of the Lord and rejoice .” 1 No shrewder judgment could 
be passed on the history of medieval philosophy. For most of the greater 
changes were due less to original speculation, or even to the acquisition 
of new materials, than to the suspicion of heresy. Opinions denounced at 
1 MPL, cxxii, 359 . 
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first were often enough accepted on second thoughts. The power of 
adapting and absorbing fresh ideas never wholly ceased to opei'ate, but 
all was governed by the general assumption that unchanging truth was 
already revealed. Meanwhile, the habit of deference to tradition was 
extended, almost unwittingly, to such records of Pagan knowledge as 
fortune had preserved. None would have ranked a Greek philosopher with 
the Scriptures, but when reverence for the past was combined with lack 
of critical power, the result was to establish certain books or authors in a 
position not easy to shake. 

Some of the medieval limitations we may briefly illustrate by glancing 
at the sources of their acquaintance with Aristotle and Plato. The first 
name to be honoured is Boethius. To his translations of the Categories 
(with the Isagoge of Porphyry) and the De Interprdatione^ together with 
his own commentaries and logical treatises, was due virtually the whole 
knowledge of Aristotle accessible to medieval students from the sixth 
century to the middle of the twelfth. Boethius had intended to introduce 
the whole of Aristotle to the Latins, and some confusion has been caused 
by the more than doubtful ascription to him of translations of the rest of 
the Organon , the De Amina , and the Metaphysics. It is fairly certain, 
however, that before the age of John of Salisbury Aristotle was directly 
represented only by two of his minor logical works, supplemented by a 
few fragments of information gathered from various sources. An impor- 
tant consequence, too often overlooked, was the restriction of his authority 
to a very narrow sphere. In dialectic he was admittedly the master, but 
in philosophy as a whole the evidence is incontestable that Plato occupied 
the highest place in general esteem. And yet, when we turn to the 
medieval knowledge of Plato, we may well be surprised at his lofty 
position. For nothing of his actual writings could be studied in Latin but 
a fragment of a single dialogue, the Timaeus. 

Between the cases of Plato and Aristotle there was, however, a very 
wide difference. When Aristotle arrived in translations he was almost a 
stranger; and even when the work of Boethius had raised him to unchal- 
lenged sovereignty in the province of logic, he still was enthroned in a 
certain isolation, with little historical background and with no evident 
affinity to the Christian way of life. Platonism, on the other hand, was 
almost inhaled with the air. Boethius himself was a Platonist, and so was 
Porphyry. Augustine, too, never forgot his debt to the philosophy which 
had delivered him from Manichaeism and carried him a long stage on the 
road to Christ. To indicate all the sources of Platonism would be almost 
impossible. It must suffice here to notice two from outside the Christian 
circle, the commentary of Chalcidius that accompanied his version of the 
Timaeus , and the dissertation of Macrobius on the Somnium Scipionis , 
To class Chalcidius as non-Christian is perhaps questionable, for he was 
more probably a Christian than a Pagan or a Jew. His work, however, 
embodies very little Christian material except an extract from Origen. 
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Bating, perhaps, from the early fourth century, it is neither independent 
nor critical. The substance of it, if we accept the result of Switalski’s 
investigation, is derived from an earlier commentary, very possibly by the 
hand of the eminent Stoic, Posidonius. The outcome is an eclectic medley 
or muddle of divers authorities, gathered under the sway of the infallible 
Plato. The later Platonism, we must remember, was even more than 
eclectic. Its aim was to absorb and to reconcile, to appear as a summary 
of all previous Greek speculation. Much of the uncritical confusion of 
ideas that meets us everywhere in the Middle Ages was simply a legacy 
from Chalcidius and the less intelligent followers of Plotinus in the decline 
of the ancient world. 

Roughly similar qualities appear in the work of Macrobius, a writer 
who, late in the fifth century, had contrived to remain untouched by the 
Christian influence. His detachment from the Church makes it all the 
more interesting to discover in him that medievalism of mind so often 
rated as a purely Christian product. In him we have already the medieval 
Virgil, and along with that strange invention all the baffling mixture of 
science and nonsense that was to float about Europe for more than a 
thousand years. How medieval, too, is the deference of Macrobius to the 
great names of the past. Neque vero tarn immemor mei , he writes, aut ita 
male animat us sum , ut ex ingenio meo vel Aristoteli resistam vel adsim 
Platoni 1 . Yet Macrobius is far from contemptible, and the debt of the 
Middle Ages to him was immense. To him was due what little was known 
of Plotinus (inter philosopliiae prrofessores cum Platone princeps) 2 , the four- 
fold classification of the virtues, the threefold gradation of JDeus, mens, 
and anima , the ill umination of all creatures as in an orderly series of 
mirrors by the unus fulgor, the descent of the soul to its material habita- 
tion, and its yearning for restoration to its eternal home. When Christians 
read in Macrobius of the soul’s imprisonment in a vesture of clay ( indu- 
mentum testeum ), of its wandering on earth as a pilgrim, of heaven as the 
true patria , of philosophy as meditatio mortis, they caught the genuine 
accent of religion and welcomed Platonism as a natural ally. Actual 
knowledge of the original Plato Macrobius did not greatly increase. Be- 
hind the Somnium Scipionis , according to Schedler’s recent enquiry, lies 
once more the Timaeus, as interpreted first by Porphyry and handed on 
by intermediate writers to Macrobius. If that be so, it helps to account 
for the frequent difficulty of deciding, when no names are mentioned, 
whether a medieval writer is using Chalcidius, or Macrobius, or sometimes 
the De Consolationc of Boethius. The same brand of Platonism, with the 
same tincture of new Pythagoreanism, is recognisable in all. 

The lines of thought broadly indicated by Plato and Aristotle run 
through the Middle Ages. From Plato came the wider inspiration and 
the higher call ; from Aristotle the perception of difficulties and contra- 
dictions, with the demand for dialectical skill. Nowhere, as it happens, 
1 Comm, in Somnium Scipionis, u, 15. 2 lb. i, 8. 
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were the defects of medieval knowledge of history more conspicuous than 
in this very matter of dialectic. The most learned doctors were unaware 
that dialectic had held in Plato’s estimation a far higher place than Aris- 
totle would allow. They did not know why Aristotle himself had some- 
times preferred and sometimes rejected it, nor how far removed was his 
trivial use of it as an exercise for students from the profundity of his 
dialectical analysis of moral experience. They knew j ust enough to warrant 
the dispute whether dialectic was properly concerned with words or with 
things ; and enough, unfortunately, to encourage a confusion of the ars 
disserendi with the total activity of reason. During the two dark centuries 
after the appearance of John the Scot dialectic was, however, the beacon. 
We can dimly trace the rise of factions, the growth of the contest between 
dialecticians and anti-dialecticians, which was to reach its climax in the 
age of Abelard. For the rest, the condition of Europe was unfriendly to 
speculation, and the flagrance of moral disorders left no leisure for adven- 
tures of the intellect. 

The tenth century is singularly barren. Scarcely a name of distinction 
is recorded in the annals of philosophy, save that of Gerbert of Aurillac 
(ob. 1003), who was raised to the Papacy as Sylvester II. Even Gerbert was 
more remarkable for his skill in mathematics, and for his services to humane 
education, than for any direct contribution to philosophy. To his pupil 
and patron, Otto III, he dedicated a logical text-hook with the title 
Libellus de rational}. et ratione uti, and he may be the author (though the 
point is disputed) of a work De Corf ore et Sanguine Domini. If so, we 
can credit him with a perception of the value of dialectic in harmonising 
discrepant utterances of the Fathers. Some have failed, however, to note 
that his most striking observation is taken directly from John the Scot. 
The art which divides genera into species , and resolves species into genera , 
is not (he says) the product of human machinations, but was discovered 
by the wise in the very nature of things, where the Author of all the arts 
had placed it. This is taken verbatim from the De Divisione Naturae l , 
where it stands as a comment on the work of the Creator. Gerbert’s in- 
fluence, however, did not depend exclusively on his books. His distinction 
as a teacher is indisputable, and while his personal association was with 
the cathedral-school of Rheims, he became, through his pupil Fulbert 
(ob. 1028), the indirect founder of the more famous school of Chartres. 

The attribution to Gerbert of a work on the Eucharist is, in any case, 
an indication of the subject which did more, perhaps, than any other in 
this unproductive period to stimulate curiosity and to awaken controversy 
about the use and abuse of dialectic. Already in the ninth century 
Pasehasius Radbert and Ratramnus had earned some notoriety by their 
discussion of the Blessed Sacrament; and now a larger disturbance was 
created, some while after Gerbert, by the De Caena Domini of Berengar 
of Tours. Devout minds not unnaturally felt a strong distaste for the 
1 MPL, cxxu, 749. 
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analysis of a mystery, but Berengar was less sensitive. He magnified the 
function of dialectic, quia confugere ad earn ad rationem est confugere , 
and thus proved himself an imperfect scholar of John the Scot, by whom 
he is said to have been inspired. For if John had championed the liberty 
of reason, he had also taught that even the angelic intelligences ah in- 
troiiu myste, riorum suos theologicos pedes , hoc est , intellectuales ingressus 
retr actant 1 . The most eminent critic of Berengar’s “theological feet 11 was 
Archbishop Xanfranc (1005-1089), himself well reputed in dialectic but 
disposed to restrict the art to a subordinate position. Augustine, he allows, 
had thought well of it; and, lest he should seem to be afraid of BerengarV 
weapons, he will waive his own preference for trusting to the traditions 
of the Church where mysteries of the faith are concerned. He accuses 
Berengar of parading his skill in disputation, and suggests that a confes- 
sion of ignorance is sometimes better than arrogant obstinacy. The tone 
of his remonstrance is dignified and sensible. He does not look on dia- 
lectic as necessarily hostile to the faith, but thinks it a perilous exercise 
for shallow and contentious minds. 

Another contemporary name, Peter Damian {oh. ] 072), deserves to be 
mentioned. Justly famed for his saintly life, Petrus peccator , as he styled 
himself, stands in the main for the monastic tendency to think more 
highly of practical religion than of intellectual attempts to explain and 
justify the faith. He wrote, however, several works of theology, in one of 
which, the De Divina Omnipotentia, he discusses the use of philosophy in 
“sacred disputations. 11 It is here that he introduces the celebrated phrase, 
ancilla dominae , to denote the proper relation of dialectic to theology. Less 
energy, perhaps, would have been spent in remonstrance against this ap- 
parent degradation of reason, if more attention had been paid to the 
current usage of terms. PhilosopMa often means no more than dialectic, 
and dialectic no more than a display of captious arguments. That the 
Christian position as a whole (the Christian philosophy, in fact) was ir- 
rational, Peter Damian and his contemporaries would never have admitted. 
The antithesis of ratio and auctoritas was then far less comprehensive 
than the final problem, scarcely realised before the age of Aquinas, whether 
the independence of philosophy could be reconciled with the Catholic 
position. To assign to dialectic a merely ancillary office is not necessarily 
obscurantism. It often meant no more than the logical commonplace, 
that ratiocinatio presupposes the concession of premises. In a deeper sense, 
it meant that experience must precede the attempt to explain it, and that 
the testimony of many generations cannot easily be overthrown by a talent 
for repartee. 

With the illustrious name of Anselm a new chapter begins. As a 
pupil of Lanfranc he belongs chronologically (1033-1109) to the eleventh 
century, but in mind and spirit must rank as the herald of the sustained 
intellectual effort which culminated two centuries later in the systems of 
1 MPL, cxxir, 668. 
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Albertus Magnus and Aquinas. For this reason he has often been saluted 
as the true founder of Scholasticism, a title we should bestow with greater 
confidence, did any definition of Scholasticism command universal assent. 
Unfortunately it is not so. After much pedantic and even acrimonious 
discussion we are left uncertain whether “scholastic” and “medieval” 
philosophy should be identified or clearly distinguished, whether “scholas- 
ticism” is the name of a method or of a result, whether there was one 
pre-eminently scholastic problem, and whether one particular solution has 
a right to be called scholastic. Thus is medieval philosophy, so fertile in 
distinctions, pursued by the shadow of itself. The wisest course, perhaps, 
is to stand aside from the controversy. It is agreed that the term scholas- 
ticus (applicable either to master or to pupil) meant uncommonly little; 
it is agreed also that the great doctors of the thirteenth century may 
rightly be called schoolmen. For the rest, it is enough to interpret, as 
best one can, the course of events. 

To call Anselm an original thinker is not to deny his obligations to 
others. In the preface to the Monologium he protests that nothing in his 
doctrine is out of harmony with the Catholic Fathers, especially the Blessed 
Augustine. The product of his mind is, however, original inasmuch as it 
is the outcome of personal experience, the fruit of profound meditation 
upon the nature of his faith. “Enter into the cubicle of thy mind; shut 
out all things but God and whatsoever may help thee to seek for Him; 
then close the door and seek,” Thus he writes in the first chapter of the 
Proslogion , before expounding his proof of God’s existence; and none, 
perhaps, who are deaf to the exhortation will feel any force in the proof. 
Tides qaaerens intettectum and nisi credideritis, non intelligetis are the 
formulas that meet us everywhere on his pages. Still more clearly does 
he express his position in the words of the De Fide Trinitatis: qui non 
crediderit, non eccperietur, et qui non expertus fuerit, non intelliget. The 
Church, he means, had not invented new intellectual instruments, but 
rather had proclaimed the advent of a new spiritual experience, itself the 
condition of understanding the meaning of life. Mere rationalism, on the 
other hand, could originate nothing; for reason, as discursive and critical, 
depends for its materials on a higher mode of experience. On this point 
at least Christianity was at one with Platonism, and Anselm himself is, on 
the whole, a kind of Platonist. His Platonism, however, is derived from 
Augustine, not, as some have alleged, from John the Scot; for Anselm is 
by no means committed to the negative theology of Neo- Platonism, which 
is the very essence of the Irish philosopher’s teaching. Well as he knows 
that the names we apply to the Di vine Nature are but shadows and symbols, 
he is never possessed by that ecstasy of intellectual asceticism which glories 
in the denial of attributes, and pays its last tribute to omniscience by 
declaring that God Himself cannot know what He is. 

Anselm’s argument for the necessary existence of id quo maius cogitari 
nequit is no plea for a negative abstraction. Read in connexion with the 
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Monohgmm it is seen as an attempt to clothe' the One, which alone par- 
ticipates in nothing, but is what it is, with the attributes of an individual 
spirit, unbounded by space and time, yet present everywhere and always, 
without parts and qualities, yet containing in very essence life, salvation, 
beatitude, and all possible perfections. Nearest to God, and best able to 
serve as a mirror of His image, is mem (another link with Neo-Platonism); 
and since mens is the innermost nature of man, to “enter into the cubicle 
of the mind, ,1 shutting out all lower manifestations of being, is the true 
way of access. The formal weakness of the argument was at once detected 
by the monk Gaunilo; whose objection, however, that the transition from 
what exists only in intellectu to what exists also in re cannot thus be 
effected, leaves Anselm quite unperturbed. The pretence that the same 
argument might prove the existence of the most perfect island he declares 
to be a misapprehension of the point. If his argument can be applied to 
anything but the Supreme Being, he is ready to make Gaunilo a present 
of the island, and to promise that it shall never vanish away. 

The “ ontological” argument, however, was always viewed with suspi- 
cion. In this, as in some other respects, Anselm did not precisely anticipate 
the position of later scholastics. Even his fides quaerens intellectum does 
not accurately express the method of those who afterwards made a more 
exact distinction between truths demonstrable by reason and truths 
revealed only to faith. Tentative steps in that direction were taken by 
Anselm, but he went farther than his successors in attempting, for example, 
to arrive by reasoning at the doctrine of the Trinity; an image of which, 
following an Augustinian tradition, he discovers in. the human soul. 
Anselm, in fact, was not directly interested in the question whether it 
was possible to concede to philosophy a province where certain problems 
could be solved by reason alone. He perceived the distinction (as he shews 
in the Cur Deus homo) between seeking reasons because you do not believe, 
and seeking them because you do; but it was the latter case that chiefly 
inspired his arguments, and so made him, in a certain sense, more ration- 
alistic than those who afterwards defined their concessions to reason. 

A fuller account of Anselm would refer to his theories of sense-percep- 
tion, judgment, the freedom of the will, and other psychological matters. 
But these are of less importance in the history of his own time than his 
controversy with Roscelin, about whose doctrines, as it happens, Anselm is 
our best source of information. To call the controversy important is not 
for a moment to allow that the single theme of Nominalism and Realism 
is the clue to medieval philosophy. On the contrary, Roscelin is important 
because he succeeded, perhaps for the first and last time, in disturbing 
the ecclesiastical arena by manufacturing a heresy out' of this topic of the 
schools. In his famous Imgoge, or Introduction to the Organon of 
Aristotle, Porphyry prepared the medieval battleground by a brief and 
cautious statement which it may be worth while to quote in the Latin of 
Boethius. Mono de generibus et speciebus illud cjuidem , sive subsistant sive 
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in solis nudis intellectibus posita sint , sive subdstentio corporalia smt an 
incorporalia , et utrum separata a sensibilibus posita et circa haec consistentia , 
dicere recusabo. The original difference between Aristotle and Plato was 
not properly a controversy about genera and species , but in the Middle 
Ages the extreme “realistic'” doctrine of universals was identified with 
the teaching of Plato. It is, in fact, one of the bewildering accidents of 
history that the Platonic “idea” became the basis of medieval “realism,” 
whereas the “idealism” of Berkeley and later philosophers has nothing to 
do with either Plato or the medieval controversy. For in whatever sense we 
attribute “conceptualism” to medieval logicians, it must certainly not be 
in a sense that would bring them into line with an idealist philosophy 
never clearly formulated before the seventeenth or eighteenth century. 

Apart from the unabashed Platonists, the prevailing tendency of 
medieval writers was to follow Aristotle or Boethius in holding that 
universals could not “subsist” except in association with individual things. 
At the same time it was freely allowed that the intellect had the power 
of viewing them in abstraction from sensible things, and that the common 
element in things, from which We derive the notions of genus and species, 
was no mere fiction of the mind. What complicated the dispute between 
Platonists and Aristotelians was the appearance of Nominalism; and what 
has thrown the whole history of the subject into confusion is the belief, 
originating mainly with some distinguished French scholars, that the war 
of Nominalists and Realists began in the ninth century and persisted 
until the close of the Middle Ages. Since it is impossible here to scrutinise 
the evidence, nothing more can be offered than a dogmatic assertion that 
this view is untenable. Nominalism was an intellectual firework of the 
age of Roscelin and Abelard; for which reason, among others, it is also 
an anachronism to talk of Realism in connexion with John the Scot or 
other writers of that period. Even when the nominalis secta (as John of 
Salisbury was perhaps the first to call it) has been rightly dated, it is no 
easy task to define and explain its doctrine. The contention that only 
individual things exist in their own right is no more Nominalist than 
Aristotelian. Nothing characteristic of the new sect appears until the 
whole stress is laid on voces ovnomina . If universals are mere flatus voc'ts , 
if their reality is only the physical reality belonging to a percussio aerie , 
then indeed we have a doctrine inconsistent alike with the Platonic Realism 
and with the tradition of Boethius. Absurd as the doctrine may sound 
to modern ears, it was a not unnatural product of the long-established 
opinion that logic, in company with grammar and rhetoric, was primarily 
concerned with words. Meanwhile the importance of Nominalism for the 
twelfth century was that it re-opened the whole question of universals, split 
up the camp of the anti-nominalists into factions, and produced all the 
varieties of doctrine enumerated by John of Salisbury and other writers. 
The logical and metaphysical problems thus brought to light were per- 
fectly genuine. Much the same difficulties may be found in modem books 
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of logic, and the solutions offered do not differ fundamentally from those 
current in medieval times. 

According to Anselm, Roscelin presented the world with a dilemma. 
Either, he argued, the three Persons of the Trinity are one res; in which 
case the Father and the Spirit were incarnate together with the Son : or 
they are three, like three souls or three angels; in which case only con- 
vention forbids us to speak of three Gods. The second alternative, a kind 
of Tritheism, Roscelin felt himself driven to prefer by his denial of reality 
to universals and his reduction of them to mere flatus vocis. Much in- 
genuity has been wasted in arguing that Roscelin’s doctrine was not 
genuine Nominalism (whatever that may happen to be), and that Anselm 
must have misrepresented the case. But where is the evidence? There is 
none of importance but Roscelin’s letter to Abelard, which contributes 
nothing to the point, a few words by Abelard himself, who speaks of 
Roscelin’s “insane opinion” that voces alone could have parts or species, 
and a statement by John of Salisbury, who makes Roscelin the author of 
the “exploded opinion,” voces ipsas genera esse et species . What little we 
learn from these sources is at least consistent with the assertions of Anselm. 
Anselm was no fanatical heresy-hunter, and Roscelin was doubtless sincere 
in repudiating heretical intentions. But that is not the point. The 
question is whether there is any ground for regarding him as a distressed 
and persecuted champion of reason; and the answer, surely, must be that 
there is none. 

'The flatus vocis theory, whether invented by Roscelin or by one John 
the Sophist, was clearly a modernism, a heresy in dialectic, with no support 
from tradition. To translate it into Conceptualism appears to be wholly 
unwarrantable; Anselm treats it rather as a kind of stupid materialism, 
and gives not the slightest hint that he and Roscelin are ranged on oppo- 
site sides in an old and respectable controversy. He does not even trouble 
to define his own view of universals, but leaves us to gather what we may 
from scattered passages in his writings. Distressing as this may be to the 
historian of logic, the historian of philosophy will find in Anselm’s very 
silences and omissions fresh reason for rejecting the once common opinion 
that medieval thinkers exhausted themselves for centuries in trying to 
define the nature of universals. It is scarcely too much to say that Anselm 
does not care what they are, so long as the function of reason is not 
simply confounded with sensuous perception. Neither things nor ideas 
are mere words and breath, but in what sense things and ideas are iden- 
tical or distinct he is at no great pains to decide. The term “Nominalism” 
was not yet invented, nor the varieties of Realism yet arranged for 
classification. Nevertheless, we may still find reason to doubt whether 
Nominalism is exactly the right name for the doctrine propounded by 
Roscelin. 

Among those who once called Roscelin master was he who called no 
man master for long. The stormy and romantic career of Peter Abelard 
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has won for him a kind of immortality not conceded to philosophy alone. 
By his side, to claim a share in that immortality, stands the partner in his 
calamities and his joys: 

Poeta, volentieri 

Parlerei a quei due die insieme vanno. 

With all his weakness, his vanity, his almost wanton pugnacity, there 
must have been in Abelard some quality of greatness, something that 
forbade men to gaze on him with indifference and pass by on the other 
side. He had at least the virtuosity of genius; he was born to fascinate 
or to repel. Wherever his tent was pitched, at Paris or on the borders 
of the wilderness, thither, as an old chronicler has it, paene de tota Latini- 
tate viri litter ati confluebant. In vain was he driven into exile; for where 
the master was there was the school. 

Much the same gift of attraction and repulsion has been transmitted, 
it would seem, with Abelard's writings, to perplex the judgment of modern 
historians, and to fashion estimates of his worth non solum dvversa verum 
etiam adi'ersa, as once he said himself of the utterances of the saints. 
Unfair detraction is too apt to provoke extravagant eulogy; for to main- 
tain that we have in Abelard the greatest mind of the Middle Ages is 
surely extravagant. A great teacher he certainly was, a shrewd and fearless 
critic, a mighty champion of dialectic, the mistress, as he declared, of all 
philosophical studies. But when we look for inspiration, for profundity 
of insight, for constructive power and masterly comprehension, we find 
but little to justify comparison of Abelard with John the Scot or Anselm 
or Thomas Aquinas. His passion for dialectic was even a sign of his 
limitations, the more conspicuous as we come to understand by closer 
scrutiny that he never wholly succeeded in raising dialectic to the level 
at which it ceases to be an ingenious art of words. His theory of universale, 
which agrees neither with Roscelin’s nor with contemporary realism, it 
will be convenient to postpone until we have occasion to look at John of 
Salisbury’s review of the subject. Even apart from that vexatious question, 
Abelard exhibits clearly the disadvantages of imperfect acquaintance with 
Aristotle, and also the restricted scope of Aristotle’s reputation. The title 
of Peripateticus Palatinus (i.e. of Palais), bestowed by the common voice 
on Abelard himself, is fully interpreted by his own repeated identification 
of Peripatetics with dialecticians. Peripateticorum, id est, dialecticorum 
princeps is his description of Aristotle, and of Aristotle he knew no more 
than the labours of Boethius had conveyed to the Latins six hundred 
years ago. We find, accordingly, in Abelard (as in other medieval writers) 
a curious gap between his logical or dialectical opinions and the general 
character of his philosophy. It is not so much a question of positive in- 
consistency as of failure to see any reason why a professed Peripatetic 
should not also be an ardent follower of Plato. For, as Platonism was 
then understood, Abelard may certainly be called a Platonist. Immensely 
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influenced by Macrobius, and by what he knew of the Timaeus , he carries 
Platonism freely into his Christian theology, and, when he styles Plato 
maacimus omnium philosophorum , we cannot doubt that he speaks with 
conviction. Here, as ahvays before the thirteenth century, the explanation 
is that Aristotle, the supreme dialectician, was virtually unknown as a 
physicist, a psychologist, or a metaphysician. Plato, on the other hand, 
was known, through his admiring reporters, to have scaled all the heights 
of speculation, and to have won the approval of many Catholic theologians. 

What actually brought Abelard to trial and condemnation was neither 
his general advocacy of dialectic, nor his doctrine of universals, nor the 
particular method proposed in the Sic et Non. Despite the strong oppo- 
sition, of which he tells us, to the free use of argument in the province 
of theology, he would never have furnished his enemies with adequate 
weapons, had he not been lured by Macrobius into such hazardous sug- 
gestions as the identification of the Holy Spirit with the anima mundi , 
and had he refrained from speculations on the Person of Christ which 
involved him in questions beyond the range of any ancient philosopher. 
How far the actual condemnations, at Soissons in 1121 and at Sens in 
1140, were due to genuine concern for the faith, and how far to personal 
hostility, it is difficult to tell. A man who ridiculed his masters, such as 
William of Champeaux and Anselm of Laon, besides imperilling the 
reputation of other accredited teachers, such as Alberic of Rheims, could 
not hope to tread with impunity even on the borders of heresy. Yet the 
case of St Bernard of Clairvaux, the chief instigator of the second prose- 
cution, is different. Bernard was a great man, a saint and a mystic, sharply 
touched, no doubt, with the defects of his qualities, but neither petty nor 
insincere. His own unique position could scarcely be shaken by Abelard; 
and just as it is fair to Abelard to believe in the sincerity of his faith, so 
is it fair to Bernard to allow that he had considerable reasons for regarding 
as a pestilent fellow one who caused trouble always and every where, and 
who apparently encouraged his pupils to think that the rudiments of 
philosophy were enough to reveal to them the secrets of heaven and earth. 
But the time has gone by for taking sides in this unhappy quarrel. Our 
business is only to enquire what Abelard did, or failed to do, for philosophy 
in an age when it was as hard to distinguish philosophy from theology as 
to disentangle the State from the Church. 

On the whole he must stand or fall by his services to dialectic, the 
chosen object of his perpetual enthusiasm. To what lengths he went in 
magnifying its importance (even though he inveighs at times against its 
abuse) we may gather from his thirteenth epistle, where he argues that 
logic, as derived from logos , and thus connected with the verbum Dei, is 
pre-eminently the Christian science. Jesus Christ was the Logos incarnate, 
and logic was the wisdom promised to the disciples, the os et sapientia 
which their enemies would be unable to resist. Christ prepares for them, 
says Abelard, an armour of reasons, qua in disputando summi ejjiciantur 
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login. And who is ignorant, he adds, that Our Lord Himself convinced 
the Jews by frequent disputations? Rarely has the fundamental ambiguity 
of the word logos been better illustrated than by this passage, or indeed 
by the whole work of Abelard. Natural as it seems to suppose him to be 
upholding the sacred cause of reason and the mission of philosophy as a 
fearless search for the truth, he is never, at least in his eulogies of dialectic, 
more than half way towards that position. Dialectic remains for him the 
ars disputandi , by which you sharpen your wits to detect fallacies, and 
learn to know a good argument from a bad. Much service, indeed, may 
thus be rendered to the cause of truth ; for how can truth and falsity be 
distinguished by one whom sophistical reasoning may deceive? Neverthe- 
less, the gulf between the art of reasoning without fallacy and the real 
inquisition of truth is formidable and wide, too wide, one is forced to 
admit, for any bridge of Abelard’s construction. A fairer criticism would 
be that he did not try to span it. He glorified dialectic and believed 
that all theological questions should be freely debated. Again, he believed 
that Gentile philosophers, if not actually inspired from heaven, should at 
least be allowed to bring their treasures of knowledge into the house of 
the Lord. But the plea for an unfettered use of dialectic and the plea 
for (let us roughly call it) a Platonised theology were very imperfectly 
unified in Abelard’s mind. 

The Sic et Non , Abelard’s most famous exposition of method, is 
chiefly remarkable for its prologue. Dialectic being the proper solvent of 
contradictions, he proposes to apply it to a long list of apparent discrep- 
ancies, some of them found in the canonical books of Scripture, others in 
the teaching of the Fathers and the Saints. His rules of procedure are 
various. We must beware of apocryphal books and sayings; we must note 
that the Fathers (Augustine, for instance) sometimes retracted . their 
earlier views, sometimes quoted opinions not endorsed by themselves, 
sometimes adapted or modified their precepts to suit special cases. 
Especially must we take into account the diverse meanings of words and 
their various usage by different authors. If, however, there remain, after 
all these precautions, certain contradictions beyond the help of dialectic, 
we must first balance and compare the authorities, and then firmly take 
our stand with the best. Not even prophets and apostles were infallible- 
much more, then, must errors be expected in the doctrines of ordinary 
men. Abelard does not, however, admit that the Scriptures can err. 
When we seem to detect absurdities on the sacred pages, we must attribute 
them to bad manuscripts, to faulty interpretations, or to deficiencies in 
our own intelligence. Outside the Old and New Testaments, on the 
other hand, we have perfect freedom of judgment, and when dialectic 
has done its best for the Fathers, we retain our right to dissent from their 
doctrine. 

The sanity and good sense of these principles has, not prevented much 
uncertainty as to their ultimate intention. But while it is possible to hold 
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that Abelard’s real aim was the destruction of authority, it is more 
reasonable to credit him with the true purpose of the dialectician, the 
removal of apparent contradictions and the establishment of truth on a 
critical basis. For all his love of contention, Abelard was no mere rebel 
or anarchist. In his own way he had a sincere respect for authority. He 
believed that truth was inherent in the tradition of the Church, but he 
did not believe in the promiscuous swallowing of contradictions. We 
should do injustice, therefore, to his dialectical acumen, if we supposed 
him to have piled up a mass of affirmations and negations with no other 
design but to discredit the testimony of the past. Even when his candour 
and the excellence of his intentions are freely admitted, it is easy enough, 
if we please, to disparage Abelard’s performance. The application of his 
method to a long array of theological problems is strangely barren of 
result. Again and again he simply opposes the sic and the non , without 
attempting any critical solution. Here, too, and elsewhere in his writings, 
he fails to advance much beyond the verbal or linguistic aspect of the dia- 
lectical art. The presentation of opposite views, quite apart from verbal 
ambiguities, as complementary to one another, and hence as equally true 
or equally false, is somewhat beyond his range. And again, the originality 
of his method has been challenged. Bernold of Constance (ob. 1100), lately 
resuscitated by Grabmann, seems to have adopted much the same proce- 
dure; while the influence of Ivo of Chartres and the canonists has also to 
be considered. Equally doubtful is it how far the dialectical method of 
subsequent theologians was due to imitation of Abelard, and how far to 
the recovery of Aristotle’s Topics. On no hypothesis, however, can the 
weight of Abelard’s contribution to intellectual progress be fairly denied. 
His stimulus to slumbering dogmatists was invaluable; his courage in 
attacking difficulties was an example to the timorous; in the number 
and eminence of his pupils his high distinction of mind is loudly pro- 
claimed. 

From Abelard it will be convenient to pass to one of his contemporaries, 
whose influence, very different in quality, was perhaps equally great. 
Hugh of St Victor ( c . 1 096-1141), the most distinguished of a group of 
men attached to the same religious foundation at Paris, is seldom named 
without expressions of the deepest respect. So far as he allows himself to 
appear in his writings, we cannot fail to get a delightful impression of 
his character, if only because he has the rare gift of wearing humility 
without affectation, as a kind of natural charm. By temperament he was 
a genuine mystic. Principium in lections , consummatio in meditations 1 was 
his motto, and the nature of our subject perhaps forbids us to disturb his 
meditations. Nor will it be possible to examine his theological master- 
piece, the De Sacrament is Christianae Fidei. But Hugh was not only a 
mystic, nor merely, in the restricted sense, a theologian. In him were 
united, says St Bonaventura, the gifts derived from Augustine, from 
1 MPL, cLxxvij 772. 
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Gregory the Great, and from Dionysius the Areopagite. In reasoning, in 
preaching, in contemplation he was equally proficient; to which we may 
add that in his Didascalicon he has left us a valuable document on the 
nature of philosophy, its divisions and ultimate goal. This book betrays, 
in the first place, a wide and generous appetite for knowledge. Omnia 
disce , he urges; videbis postea nihil esse superfluum. Coarctata scientia 
iucimda non est 1 . His own diligence as a schoolboy he paints in pleasing 
colours; and already, perhaps, he was noting the weakness of teachers who 
would not stick to their subject, but wandered away into variations too 
weighty for their theme. Non omnia dicenda sunt quae dicere possumus , 
he minus uti liter dicantur ea quae dicere debemus V 

Classification and definition of subjects within the whole field of 
knowledge form the main purpose of the Didascalicon. The fourfold 
partition into theorica, pradica, mechanica, and logica is remarkable for 
the inclusion of mechanica (divided into seven arts and crafts), but is not, 
in that respect, original. Grabmann has found the same division in an 
unpublished work by Radulphus Ardens, who is last heard of in 1101. So 
much, in fact, is common to the two writers that it is difficult to believe 
in their complete independence. An even greater debt to Boethius must 
be acknowledged. From him Hugh borrows the threefold division, 
anciently though wrongly ascribed to Plato, upon which mechanica is 
grafted; and from him, in the main, come the subdivisions of theorica mid 
practical with their reminiscences of Aristotle, as well as of other sources 
familiar to Boethius. Much of the detail we must be content to pass over, 
but it is worth while to look rather narrowly at Hugh’s conception of 
logic, which is not the less interesting because here too the authority of 
Boethius is preponderant. 

Hugh of St Victor remarks and lays bare the historic ambiguity 
which, after perplexing so many medieval logicians, has not yet ceased to 
haunt their modern successors. The Greek logos, he says, means either 
sermo or ratio', whence logic may be called sermotionalis sive rationdlis 
scientia \ Sermotionalis is the wider term, because it includes grammar, 
as well as dialectic and rhetoric, among the species of the genus. Logic 
covers, in fact, the entire field of sermones, and by sermones is meant the 
mutuae locutiones of mankind, which existed long before they were 
go verned by any science or art. Not only logic, but all sciences, as H ugh 
observes, existed in practice before they were reduced to rule. In the 
order of time logic arose later than the other parts of philosophy, but in 
the order of studies it should precede them. Just because it does not deal 
with res, it is indispensable to those who would enquire de rerum natura. 
Without its aid they will be likely to go astray, by assuming that results 
established in sermonum decursu must always hold good in the nature of 
things. Now all this is taken, often word for word, from Boethius 4 . It 

1 MPL, ciixxvi, 801. 2 lb. cTjXXVI , 770. 3 lb. clxxvi, 749. 

4 Cf. Boethius, In Isugogen Porphyrii Oommenta. Editio secunda, i, 2. 
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expresses, too, the most general and persistent conception of logic in the 
Middle Ages; and whenever we, with our modern ideas, are tempted to 
wander away in the direction of metaphysics and the wider theory of 
knowledge, we begin to lose touch with an age that thought of logic as 
sermoiionali, ?, as a study rather of words and speech than of things. 

How, then, does the logician deal with sermones ? Not as the 
rhetorician, whose business is persuasion, nor as the grammarian, who is 
interested in the structure and inflexion of words. The object of his study 
is what Hugh calls intetteetus , a term to be clearly distinguished from 
voces. Words as voces are only sounds of the particular kind produced in 
human speech and analysed by the grammarian. Intetteetus are much 
more than this. The worst translation of the word would be “concepts'"; 
the best, perhaps, is “meanings . 11 Thus when Hugh is explaining the 
inter-relation of mathematics, logic, and physics, he remarks that only 
physics de rebus agit> ceterae omnes de intellectibus rerum} : a statement to 
be explained with reference to the power of abstraction possessed by the 
human mind, and illustrated, though not precisely in the same way, by 
both logic and mathematics. The mathematician can examine the line 
and the surface by ignoring one or two dimensions; the logician can 
attend only to the fact of likeness, neglecting the properties of things in 
their concreteness. And thus it is, says Hugh, that the logician comes to 
consider genera and species. No discussion of the familiar controversy is 
offered in this context; we can only assume that, if Hugh had chosen to 
proceed further, he would have continued to follow Boethius. In that 
case he would have paid no heed to Nominalism, a heresy unknown to 
Boethius, and probably would have declined to discuss the metaphysics of 
Plato. He would only have defended the right of the intellect to discern 
what he calls intetteetus , and would have refused to condemn the mathe- 
matical line or the logical genus as figments, merely because they were not 
concrete things such as the physicist examines. 

More personal, and perhaps more interesting, than the account of 
logic are Hugh’s general appreciation of philosophy and his usage of the 
term theologia. Even here it is not easy to shake off Boethius; for in some 
passages of the DuLascalicon “theology 11 bears only the meaning derived 
by Boethius from an assortment of Greek philosophers, without reference 
to Christian doctrine. There is also a strange and difficult allusion to John 
the Scot, whom Hugh describes as “theologian of our times ’ 1 (i.e., of the 
Christian era), but classes with Linus among the Greeks and with Varro 
among the Latins 2 . Nor, again, is philosophia a name without ambiguity. 
It may denote a complete and almost religious devotion to the pursuit of 
knowledge, involving renunciation of the world. Omnis mundus philoso- 
phantibus exsilium est, Hugh writes in one place, and adds that he himself 
had known this exile from his youth up 3 . At other times, however, he 
seems to disparage philosophy, as when he declares that, in comparison 

1 MPL, clxxvi, 758. 2 lb. clxxvii, 786. 3 lb. clxxvii, 778. 
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with the Scriptures, the books of the philosophers are but a white-washed 
wall of mud, gay with the tinsel of eloquence and the specious pretence 
of truth. The superiority of Scripture is shewn by the richer and more 
numerous senses hidden under its surface. As an allegorist, Hugh of St 
Victor is not extravagant; for at least he insists on the need of under- 
standing the literal or historical sense as the foundation of all other 
meanings. Yet by allegory he understands something more complicated 
than diversity of meanings in words. Not only words but things have an 
inner significance. The philosopher, he says, solam vocum novit signifi- 
cationem, sed excellentior valde est rerum significatio quam vocum \ The 
higher way, he proceeds to explain, lies through vox to intellectus , through 
intellectus to res, and thence through the inward and unspoken ratio or 
verbum to the knowledge of truth. Whether Hugh’s various judgments 
can be reconciled is very questionable, but his constant advocacy of all 
human knowledge forbids us to suppose that he ever desires to condemn 
philosophy as verbal trifling. His point is that the meaning of the world 
disclosed by philosophy falls short of the mystical insight which pierces 
the veil of phenomena and passes through “history” to the revelation of 
God. 

Hugh’s praise of allegory is important, finally, as marking the point 
of his opposition to Abelard, and his reasons for rejecting the method of 
the Sic et Non. Though Abelard is never mentioned in the Didascalicon , 
there is one probable and one almost certain allusion to him. The first is 
the rebuke to those who “wrinkle up their nose” in scorn at the teachers 
of divinity, as though the subject were too simple to require the aid of 
instructed masters. The second and more important is the chapter in 
which allegorical interpretation is proposed as the true way of removing 
apparent contradictions in Scripture. The surface of the divine page 
offers many discrepancies; spiritualis autem intelligentia nullam admittit 
repugnantiam , in qua diversa multa , adversa nulla esse possunP . The 
reference to Abelard in the last words can hardly be mistaken. Strange 
as it may seem to us now, the allegorising of Scripture was for many 
centuries the only kind of “higher criticism” known to the Church. Hugh 
of St Victor still believes in it, because he is a mystic ; Abelard prefers to 
substitute dialectic, because he is a logician. Yet the contrast between 
the two men must not be exaggerated. Both believe in the infallibility 
of Scripture when rightly interpreted; and, as Hugh has a genuine 
enthusiasm for mundane philosophy, so Abelard in his turn is far from 
repudiating the principle that all other kinds of knowledge are subservient 
to the scientia divina. 

The rapid convergence of the Peripatetic and Victorine streams is 
illustrated in the Summa Sententiaram long ascribed to Hugh of St Victor 
himself, and in the more famous Libri Sententiarum IV of Peter the 
Lombard, who came from Italy to Paris about 1189, was advanced to the 
1 M PL, «lxxvi, 790. 3 lb. clxxvi, 802. 
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bishopric of that city in 1159, and died not later than 1164. Literature 
of the Sententia type was by no means the invention of him who secured 
the title of M agister Sententiarum. Much the same meaning of Sententia 
can be traced back at least as far as Isidore of Seville, and more recently 
there had been great development of the method by Abelard’s masters or 
opponents, Anselm of Laon, William of Champeaux, and Alberic of 
Rheims, as well as by the canonist Irnerius (or Guarnerius), who composed, 
early in the twelfth century, a book of Sentences compiled from Augustine 
and other authorities. Broadly speaking, the collections of Sententiae form 
a stage between the ancient Flarilegia or Catenae and the systematic 
Sunmae of the thirteenth century. The massing of authoritative state- 
ments with a view to establishing truth by consensus of witnesses led 
gradually to two results, the formation of an orderly scheme for the ex- 
position of theology and the emergence of antitheses demanding the 
skill of the dialectician. Peter the Lombard was no original genius; we 
cannot even be sure that he was a man of exceptional learning; for, after 
the manner of the Middle Ages, he borrowed freely and without acknow- 
ledgment from the Decretum of Gratian, from Abelard and Hugh of St 
Victor, and from any other convenient treasury of sources. Nevertheless, 
he outran all competitors in his own kind of compilation, and finally 
established himself as the very text of theological education, upon which 
innumerable masters and students were to furnish the commentary. For 
the development of philosophy his chief importance lies in his frank 
submission to the influence of Abelard, whose lectures he probably had 
heard. The result was that the pupil, rather than the master, was respon- 
sible for the triumph of the dialectical method in later theology. 

The triumph was not achieved, however, without a struggle, prolonged 
for more than fifty years after Peter the Lombard’s death. Certain pro- 
positions in his Christology were easily open to attack, and were, in fact, 
so questionable that regular exponents of his treatise afterwards made 
a practice of omitting them. But the main opposition sprang from anti- 
dialecticians of the Victorine School. Shortly before the Third Lateran 
Council of 1179 Walter of St Victor wrote a violent pamphlet Contra 
quattuor labyrinthos Franciae\ the four offenders being Abelard, Peter 
the Lombard, Gilbert de la Porree, and Peter of Poitiers, an ardent 
follower of the Lombard, who had published his own five books of Sen- 
tentiae before 1175. Other sources of hostility to the Master were the 
unknown writer of the Liber de vera Phibsophia and the celebrated mystic, 
Joachim of Flora (ob, ISOS). But Joachim himself was too suspect to bring 
home a charge of heresy against another, and the end of the matter, so 
far as the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 could end it, was the condem- 
nation of Joachim and the official recognition of Peter the Lombard. A 
considerable step was thus taken towards the conciliation of ratio and 
auctoritas , even though ratio still meant little more than the free use of 
dialectic, and auctoritas was still but vaguely defined. 
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Incidentally we may note that Walter of St Victor’s attack was 
directed also against the work of John of Damascus ( ob . 750), known to 
the Latins as the De Fide Orthodoxa , and newly translated from the 
Greek (as the result of a visit to Constantinople) by Burgundio of Pisa. 
In the Lombard’s Sentences only some twenty-six citations of the “St 
Thomas of the East” have been discovered, and these are all taken from 
a section of the third book, relating to the Incarnation. As it came to be 
more fully known, the vogue of the De Fide Orthodoxa steadily increased, 
not least because the author’s sympathy with Aristotelianism recom- 
mended him to the great doctors of the thirteenth century and supported 
their practice. 

The intellectual condition of the twelfth century is nowhere so perfectly 
reflected as in the writings of John of Salisbury, the vir flebeius et indoctus 
who rose to be secretary to three Archbishops of Canterbury (including 
Beeket), the intimate friend of Hadrian IV, the associate and critic of all 
the great teachers of the age, before he died, as Bishop of Chartres, in 
1180. Traveller, scholar, gentleman, good Christian, and good man of 
the world, he has left behind him in the agreeable latinity of the Policra- 
ticns and the Metalogicus an impression of medieval life more illuminating 
than fifty treatises on logic, and more significant of what philosophy 
then really meant. In particular we owe to John of Salisbury a large 
part of our acquaintance with the school of Chartres, the most brilliant 
example of the old cathedral-school, now about to be superseded by the 
stadium generate , or University. To say that he personally belonged to 
this school would, however, be inaccurate. He spent some years there 
and venerated its masters, but he learned also of Abelard, Robert of Melun, 
Alberic of Rheims, and many others outside the precincts of Chartres; nor 
is there anything in his works to prove his formal adherence to the 
characteristic tenets of the school. What makes his testimony so invalu- 
able is just his gift of intellectual detachment and his distaste for the fury 
of the partisan. In politics, that is to say, in his estimate of the spiritual 
and the temporal power, it is otherwise; for his hierarchical opinions are 
definite and strong. Nor is he ever restrained by love of compromise from 
expressing the frankest of judgments on controversies of the day, much 
less from lively denunciation of Philistines and fools. Yet, as he passes 
from one seat of learning to another, he combines an honest respect for 
the teachers with the privilege of smiling at the school. Thus, for example, 
does he return after many years to Mount St Genevieve, to see how his 
friends are faring, and finds them still, as he says, at the same old ques- 
tions, with not one little propositiuncula annexed to the familiar stock in 
trade. With the same aloofness, he admires Abelard, but laughs at his 
theory of universal ; he reveres Bernard, the senex Carnotensis, but keeps 
clear of the Platonised ideas, and is aware that the master’s hope of recon- 
ciling Plato and Aristotle is vain. 

With justice, then, did John of Salisbury profess himself an Academic ; 
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by which, it is well to add, he did not mean a Platonist. He knew that 
the Sceptics had captured the Academy, and attributes the rise of Scep- 
ticism to the Aristotelian criticism of Plato. He did not understand the 
return of the Platonists to their ancient home, and when he names Plotinus, 
Iamblichus, and Porphyry as the most distinguished of the Academics, he 
betrays the gaps in his knowledge of history. About his own position, 
however, he is perfectly clear. What he professes is the “Academic or 
Sceptical Philosophy ^ as Hume called it, not the Platonism of Chalciclius 
and Macrobius, or of his own contemporaries and friends. His Academ- 
icism does not mean extravagant distrust of reason, but chiefly a spirit of 
tolerant criticism, distaste for dogmatic obstinacy, and disinclination to 
swear allegiance in 'verba magistri. Had his bent been for mathematics, 
he might almost have anticipated the great saying of Pascal, that a man 
should be three things, a good mathematician, a good sceptic, and a 
humble follower of Jesus Christ. 

Thanks largely to his cool and sceptical temper, we can readily learn 
from John of Salisbury what an utter misconception of the Middle Ages 
it is to confound the history of philosophy with the history of logic, or 
to oppose philosophy to the life of religion. As is shewn by the very title 
of his longest work, Policratici, give de nugis Curialium et vestigiis Pkiloso- 
phorum Libri VIII , the world is roughly divided for him into the foolish 
and the wise. On the one side is the life of the courtier, a life devoted to 
hunting and gambling, or to laughing at actors and buffoons ; on the other 
is the call to the higher life of the mind. The alternatives are plain and 
mutually repellent ; qui curialium ineptias induit, et philosophi vel boni 
viri qfficium pollicetur, Hermaphroditus est 1 . All who respond to the 
serious call are philosophers, and therefore John of Salisbury’s friends. 
And what is philosophy? Not the product of copia litterarum, but the 
choice of an arduous way. In its ancient sense, philosophy, as he says, 
pulsat ad odium ; and when the door of wisdom is opened, the soul is 
illumined with the “light of things , 11 and the name of philosophy vanishes 
away. But that illumination is for the future. Philosophy in this world 
is the viaticum of the few who content themselves with following a road 
that leads to no worldly advantage. As to where and how the true road 
is to be found, John himself is not doubtful. The philosopher, as Plato 
had taught, is cultor Dei, and the end of all philosophy is the enlargement 
of charity. But in this respect no Christian is inferior to Plato ; the rule 
of Christ surpasses the wisdom of antiquity; the vita daustralkm outdoes 
the practice of all the schools. 

Philosophia quid est nisi fons, via, duxque salutis. 

Lux animae, vitae regula, grata quies? 

So he asks in the Entheticus , and adds in the sad doggerel of that discur- 
sive poem: 

Non valet absque fide sincere philosopbari 2 . 

1 Polieratieus, v, 10. 2 Entheticus, 277-278 and 319. 
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Armed with this firm conviction, John goes forth to the defence and 
criticism of logic. By logic he understands, in the first instance, very much 
what we found in Hugh of St Victor. He notes the same quality of sermo 
and ratio as translations of logos, and insists, like Hugh, on the close alli- 
ance of logic with eloquence and grammar; not indeed because he deems 
logic a science of words, but because he has learned from Bernard of 
Chartres and William of Conches to believe in humane education as the 
first safeguard against arid disputes. In his championship of logic he has, 
in fact, to steer a difficult course between the scurrilous mockers, personified 
under the pseudonym of Cornificius, and the so-called puriphilosophi 1 , who 
identify philosophy with logic and disdain every other branch of know- 
ledge. No modem critic of the Middle Ages has exposed so remorselessly 
the ineptitude of wrangling about trifles, the emptiness of logic divorced 
from natural and moral science. As an introduction to further studies 
logic is excellent; in isolation it is exsanguis et sterilis\ The teachers 
grow old in the exercises of boys; the boys {hesterni pueri , magistri 
hodierm) escape to-day from the rod, and to-morrow assume the gown 
and mount the cathedra s . The world is crowded with half-educated 
wiseacres, the schools with Peripatetics -whose Peripateticism consists only 
in walking about. 

After these caustic criticisms it is no surprise to find that John of 
Salisbury puts the whole controversy about universals into its proper 
and subordinate place. Far from being the sum of philosophy, this 
fashionable topic of the schools serves chiefly to provoke the emulous 
ingenuity of lecturers, no one of whom is content to agree with his 
predecessors or to remain within the bounds proposed by Boethius. 
John’s own solution and the many varieties of Realism we have no space 
to examine. His main anxiety is to prevent the reduction of any part of 
philosophy to a conflict of words. For this reason he dislikes any verbalist 
theory of Universals, and speaks with some contempt of Roscelin and 
Abelard. His distinction between the two is that Roscelin had talked of 
voces, Abelard of sermones\ a term not adequately explained in the 
Metalogicus, but further illustrated by a parallel passage in the Poller a~ 
ficus, where an evident allusion to Roscelin is followed by a mention of 
those qui huliffer enter nomina pro rebus vel res pro nommibus posuerunt 5 . 
If. then, sermones are not simply voces but nomina, it would seem that 
Abelard rather than Roscelin was the true nominalist. Whatever the 
exact import of Abelard’s view, John declines to take it seriously, but 
offers to excuse its author on the ground that an elementary book like the 
Categories had perhaps to be taught in an elementary manner 6 . In no case 
is there room for the opinion that Abelard was a conceptualist. That 
opinion (which arose partly from the wrong attribution to Abelard of a 
treatise De Genenbus et Spedebus) is sufficiently refuted by John himself, 

1 Metalogicus, u, 6. 2 lb. u, 20. 3 lb. i, 25. 

4 lb. ii, 17. 6 Policraticus, vil, 12. 6 Metalogicus , m, 1. 
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when he passes immediately from Roscelin and Abelard to a third non- 
realist theory, in which the universal is called a notio or intellects et 
simplex aninii conceptio. Here, if anywhere, we must look for Concep- 
tualism, and not in the doctine of Abelard. 

From John of Salisbury, lastly, we receive our first clear impression of 
the “new logic,” already known in some measure to his senior contempor- 
aries, Otto of Freising, Thierry of Chartres, and Adam du Petit Pont. 
The translation of the Organon by James of Venice is assigned to the 
year 1128, some thirty years before the Metalogkus was written; but John 
himself used another version, probably by Henry Aristippus of Catania, 
distinguished also as a translator of Plato. The effect of recovering the 
Analytics , the Topics , and the Sophistici Elenchi mav be considered in two 
relations, to the general conception of logic and to the reputation of 
Aristotle. Hitherto, as we have often had occasion to remark, logic, in 
the character of dialectic, had hovered on the borderland between reason- 
ing and discourse, while Aristotle had been simply the great dialectician. 
But now it began to be understood that the traditional Aristotelian books 
were but elementary prefaces to the dialectical treatises, and that the 
whole of dialectic must fall into a minor position, as compared with the 
ars demonstrandi or method of science. “The philosopher,” says John of 
Salisbury, “who uses demonstration has his business with truth, the dia- 
lecticianwith opinion, the sophist with thebare appearance of probability.” 1 
The Posterior Analytics , evidently, were found very difficult, and John 
speaks of them with the most cautious respect. The art of demonstration, 
he says, has fallen into almost complete disuse. It survives only in mathe- 
matics, especially in geometry ; sed et hums disciplinae non est Celebris usus 
apud nos , nisi forte in tractu Ibero vel confinio Africae 2 Mathematics, in 
other words, were studied only by the Arabs or their neighbours. 

The revolution in logic, we should gather from John of Salisbury, 
magnified the reputation of Aristotle without radically altering its 
character. As urbs stands for Rome and poeta for Virgil, so the name of 
philosophus is reserved by common consent for Aristotle 8 . On the authority 
of Burgundio of Pisa, John adds in another place that Aristotle’s pre- 
scriptive right to the name was based on his skill in demonstration, the 
art most highly esteemed by the Peripatetics 4 . It would be wrong, how- 
ever, to infer from this anticipation of the title so freely employed in the 
thirteenth century that Aristotle had already usurped the throne of Plato. 
John’s personal estimate of “the philosopher” reflects his attitude towards 
logic in general. Refusing to treat any utterance of Aristotle’s as sacro- 
sancturn, he accuses him (with how much knowledge?) of many errors in 
natural and moral philosophy 6 . Even in logic he does not count him in- 
fallible, but notes his deficiencies, and believes it possible for modern 
teachers to improve on his handling of some parts of the subject. John, 

1 MetalogieuS; ii , 5 2 lb. iy, 6. 3 Policraticus , vn, 6. 

4 Metalogicus , iv, 7. 6 lb. iv, 27. 
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indeed, is at all times a champion of the moderni. He sympathises with 
Abelard’s difficulty in getting a hearing for any doctrine not sanctioned 
by antiquity, and insists that respect for old authors should not hamper 
the critical exercise of reason. On the other hand, he does maintain that 
Aristotle is peerless in logic, and defends the study of the Categories and 
the Sophistici ElencM against unintelligent critics, among whom he men- 
tions some followers of Robert of Melun 1 . On the whole, Aristotle 
remains where he was, the prince of logicians, without as yet any claim to 
wider dominion. Down to the end of the twelfth century or even later, 
none but the “ pure philosophers” were disposed to exalt the pupil above 
the master. The rest of the world would have endorsed the verdict of the. 
Poller aticus , where John describes Plato, with all deference to the Aris- 
totelians, as totms pJdlosophiae princeps"*. 

The Platonism for which the school of Chartres was conspicuous meant, 
apparently, not much more than the traditional Platonism of the Tmaeus , 
with its sundry exponents. The Phaedo and the Meno , which had been 
translated by Henry Aristippus of Catania (ob. 1162), produced no 
immediate effect on the interpretation of Plato. The Chartres account of 
universals, for example, identified them with the Platonic ideas, and 
understood idea in the sense of exemplar aeternum , a sense traditional in 
the Latin interpretation of the Timaeus, but certainly not derived from 
the Phaedo. And again, when followers of Bernard of Chartres, such as 
William of Conches, strayed on to dangerous theological ground, they 
were inclined to imitate Abelard in Platonising the Trinity and in 
identifying the Holy Spirit with the anima mundi. Perhaps it was the 
reminiscence of Abelard, as well as the widespread influence of Chartres, 
that caused fresh anxiety to ecclesiastical authority. The most famous 
disturbance connected with any scholar of Chartres was the trial of Gilbert 
de la Ponrie (oh. 1154), the learned and venerable Bishop of Poitiers, him- 
self sufficiently distinguished to rank as the founder of a school. The story 
of the trial, which took place at Rheims in 1148, is related by Otto of 
Freising and by John of Salisbury in his Historia Pontificalis. John was 
present throughout the proceedings, as were also Peter the Lombard, 
Robert of Melun, and other prominent divines, some to support St Bernard 
(once more the chief prosecutor), others to aid in the defence of the bishop. 
On this occasion Bernard fell short of victory. His followers refused to 
confess the defeat, but Gilbert returned safely to his diocese and was 
immune from all further attacks. 

Apart from this political incident, the fame of Gilbert rests chiefly 
on his exposition of the theology of Boethius, and on his Liber de Sex 
Prindpiis , a logical text-book more highly esteemed than any other com- 
posed in the Middle Ages. For the most part Gilbert sticks to the “old 
logic,” though there is some evidence of his acquaintance with the “new.” 
He refers in one place to the Analytics, and his commentary on the De 
1 Metalogims, iv, 24. 2 Polieratieus , i, 6. 
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Trinitate of Boethius perhaps implies more knowledge of Aristotle than 
could well be derived from the more elementary treatises. His treatment 
of time and space has even been thought to involve some reference to the 
Physics , but that is improbable. So again, his theory of universals, which 
he called formcie nativae , does not agree with the ordinary Platonism. A 
forma nativa is an excmplum inherent in created things, related to the 
exemplar in the Creator’s mind as eidos to idea h The origin of such a view 
might well be Aristotelian, but the evidence is not clear. 

Passing over with regret many other names associated more or less 
closely with the teaching of Chartres, we have space only to raise the 
general question, whether in the course of the twelfth century much ad- 
vance was made towards a wider conception of philosophical problems. A 
certain restlessness and a certain feeling of expansion, greatly assisted by 
the enlargement of logic, there undoubtedly is. At the beginning of the 
century Ad elard of Bath was wanderingfromcountrytocountryandrealising 
the advantage of visiting different schools. In Spain he learnt enough 
Arabic to make a translation of Euclid, and to acquire some notion of 
the uses of mathematics for the purposes of scientific measurement. His 
general outlook, however, is reminiscent of what John of Salisbury im- 
putes to Bernard of Chartres. At the close of the same century, Alan of 
Lille (Alanus de Insulis), who survived till 1203, is far from suspecting 
the immediate advent of a great intellectual revolution. He deserves to 
be remembered, if only for his saying: sed quia auctoritas cereum habet 
nasum , id est , in diver sum potest flecti, rationibus roboranditm est 2 . In his 
own age he won the title of doctor universalis by his manifold learning; 
in modern times his taste for a rigid, quasi-mathematical method has 
suggested a comparison with Spinoza. Yet his appetite for novelty was 
not striking. The first of the Latins to cite the Liber de Causis , he is but 
little affected by the peculiar qualities of that work. The new logic, far 
from arousing his enthusiasm, seems rather to have persuaded him that 
Aristotle loved to wrap himself in majestic obscurity. Thus, without dis- 
paraging his work, which deserves a much fuller account, we may fairly 
infer from his case that in the last hours of the twelfth century it was 
possible for a man of the highest reputation to enjoy no premonition of 
the great movement of thought which the coming century was immediately 
to witness. 

If only by weight of materials, the thirteenth century stands apart 
from those through which we have rapidly travelled. The briefest cata- 
logue of names such as Alexander of Hales, Albertus Magnus, Thomas 
Aquinas, Bona ventura, Roger Bacon, Duns Scotus, is enough to banish 
the thought of any detailed analysis. The only practicable course will be 
to sketch the line of development and the general character of the problems 
with which these and other authors, only less famous, were engaged. 
Nearly eight centuries had passed since Boethius presented Aristotle to 
1 John of Salisbury, Metalogicus , ii, 17. 2 MPL, ccx, 333. 
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the Latins, but during the whole of that period less had happened to dis- 
turb the intellectual atmosphere than was now to be accomplished in a 
single generation by the Aristotelian invasion of Paris. Customary and 
right as it is to place the name of Aristotle in the foreground, it would 
be idle to pretend that the mere recovery of his writings was enough to ac- 
count for all the subsequent events. Without the organisation of studies 
in the new universities, and without the intervention of the Friars in 
educational and ecclesiastical politics, the story of the thirteenth century 
must have been very different. And again, it is difficult to exaggerate 
the importance of another fact, the conjunction of the new Aristotle with 
an interpretation of him developed by a series of Muslim philosophers, 
whose object had not been to keep on terms with Christian orthodoxy, 
but to avoid open collision with the Koran. The fragments of Arabian 
mathematics and medicine which had drifted from time to time into the 
Latin world had brought no anticipation of the tumult immediately 
aroused by the commentaries of Avicenna and Averroes. The roughly es- 
tablished modus vivendi with Pagan philosophy was of no avail when 
there suddenly appeared a new Aristotle, the author of a vast and com- 
prehensive system, in which were contained, if the Muslims could be 
trusted, many doctrines incompatible with the Christian position. And 
most of this was brought about by the enterprise of a Christian, Arch- 
bishop Raymond of Toledo, who had instituted, in the second quarter of 
the twelfth century, a college of translators under the supervision of 
Dominic Gundisalvi, himself the author of a Da Divisione Philosophiae 
and other philosophical works. 

The unparalleled importance of translations in the Middle Ages was 
not diminished by the prevalence of a single literary language among the 
peoples of the West. Absence of linguistic barriers between the scholars 
of different European countries may even have helped to strengthen the 
frontiers dividing the larger units of culture denoted as the Arabs, the 
Latins, and the Greeks. We cannot, however, pursue that complicated 
question, but must be content to glance at the golden age of translators, 
which began early in the twelfth century and lasted about a hundred and 
fifty years. Visits of Western scholars to Byzantium had produced the 
translations of the Organon and of John of Damascus; another centre 
was the court of Palermo, where Greek and Arabic learning were united; 
but the widest diffusion of Muslim knowledge came from Toledo, and it 
is necessary to enquire how far the Latin Aristotelianism was affected by 
the mediation of the Arabic language. The story, once lightly bandied 
about, that the medieval Aristotle was only a Latin parody of an Arabic 
version of a Syrian translation of a Greek original is little more than a 
fable. It is true that the Muslims were first introduced to Aristotle by 
Syrians, chiefly Nestorian Christians; it is true also that Arabic Aristote- 
lianism was coloured to the last by the commentators, such as Alexander 
of Aphrodisias, who had influenced the Syrians. But long before there was 



812 Translations from Greek and from Arabic 


any question of extensive Muslim influence on the Latins, direct trans- 
lations of Aristotle from Greek into Arabic had been made in abundance. 
The name of “philosophers,''’ in the Arabic transcription of the word, was 
especially applied to those who had studied Greek originals; and among 
these “philosophers” were the whole series of writers, beginning with Kindi 
in the ninth century, whose names we encounter in the works of the Latin 
schoolmen. Strange to say, the most famous of all (at least in Latin esti- 
mation), Ibn Rushd or Averroes (ob. 1198), was an exception to the rule. 
For it is said that he never thought it worth while to learn Greek. If 
that be so, we must suppose that he saw no reason, after three centuries 
of Aristotelian scholarship, to doubt the adequacy of the Arabic trans- 
lations. It was left for his Latin critics to entertain that doubt. 

While the relation of the Latins to the Arabs is, at first sight, analo- 
gous to that of the Arabs to the Syrians, further scrutiny of the facts 
does not strengthen the analogy. There never was a time when the Latins 
depended entirely on translations from the Arabic ; there never was a 
time when the Muslim inferences from Aristotle were not disputed and 
opposed; least of all was there a time when Christians could imitate 
Muslims in taking Aristotle as an infallible authority. To adopt that 
attitude was, in fact, to be an Averroist; and Averroism,as we shall see, 
was a movement destructive of all that Christian philosophers were striving 
to establish. 

Now that the earlier researches of Jourdain have been supplemented 
by Grabmann and other recent scholars, it is possible to speak with some 
confidence about the translations of Aristotle used by the Latins. No 
simple generalisation can be accurate, for the case of each of Aristotle’s 
works has to be separately considered. Yet on the whole it is safe to 
maintain that translations from the Greek relieved the schoolmen of 
undue dependence on the Arabs, and enabled them, thus far at least, to 
form an independent judgment on the meaning of Aristotle. To illustrate 
the facts from a few of the more important works, we find that the earliest 
version of the Metaphysics (containing only Books i-ra and a small part 
of rv) came to Paris from Byzantium before 1210. Next to arrive (ap- 
parently before 1217) was a translation from the Arabic ascribed to 
Gerard of Cremona. This, too, was imperfect, for it omitted altogether 
Books K, M, and N, and mixed up the first book with the second. With 
this, however, the Latins had to content themselves until after 1260, when 
a Graeco-Latin version of the first twelve books, probably by William of 
Moerbeke, was put into circulation. Upon these twelve books St Thomas 
wrote his commentary, the last two being still untranslated when he saw 
a Greek manuscript of the whole fourteen in 1270. The history of the 
Nicomachean Ethics is rather similar: first a Graeco-Latin version of 
three books, disguised as four; then, in 1240, a paraphrase from the 
Arabic by Herman the German; lastly a full translation from the 
Greek, often explicitly attributed to Robert Grosseteste (ob. 1258), but 
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more probably, in Grabmann’s opinion, by William of Moerbeke. Both 
the Physics and the De Anima were known first in Graeco-Latin versions, 
while the Politics , a book neglected by the Arabs, was derived only from 
the Greek. Evidently, then, it would be less than a half-truth to say that 
the Latins depended on second-hand translations for access to those works 
of Aristotle which most deeply affected their thought. It remains to ask 
whether the quality of the translations was such as to debar them from 
a sound understanding of the text. 

To claim distinction of style for the medieval translations would 
indeed be courageous. Their rudeness, however, was perfectly deliberate. 
It was not due to inability to write Latin, but to a frank mistrust of 
elegance where the sole object was to get an exact reproduction of the 
original. This they imagined they would best secure by simply replacing, 
so far as possible, every Greek word by its Latin equivalent. For reasons 
then potent, but now no longer operative, they demanded the letter 
rather than the spirit; not a transformation of idiom into idiom, but 
a raw and formless text. The task of the translators may have been 
wrongly conceived, but in its way it was faithfully done. The belief, still 
extant in some quarters, that the medieval understanding of Aristotle 
was hopelessly vitiated by faulty translations is unsupported by the facts. 
The prime author of this libel was Roger Bacon, whose bitter denuncia- 
tions, often repeated as oracles, were in truth the product of ignorance 
and spleen. Bacon’s j udgments on the translation and study of Aristotle 
range over a quarter of a century, from about 1266 to 1292. Starting 
from the excellent principle that a translator requires both a knowledge 
of the languages and an understanding of the sciences concerned, he re- 
peatedly declares that only Boethius possessed the first qualification, 
only Robert Grosseteste the second. And here at once we begin to sus- 
pect him. For Grosseteste’s scientific attainments, as Bacon knew, were 
in mathematics and optics, neither of which would have helped him in 
the least to understand the greater part of Aristotle. 

The rest of the translators, Bacon continues, were ignorant of science, 
of Greek, and even of Latin. The result of their labours was erroneous 
and unintelligible; so great, indeed, was the consequent misapprehension 
of Aristotle that it would have been better for all his works to be burnt. 
In the Opus Tertium (cap. 25), composed not later than 1268, Bacon had 
not yet heard of William of Moerbeke, but in the later Compendium Studii 
PMlosophiae he attacks him, under the name of William the Fleming, 
with peculiar venom, and thinks him no better than Gerard of Cremona, 
Herman, or Michael the Scot (the three chief translators from the 
Arabic), or than any of the pretended experts in Greek. William of 
Moerbeke {oh. 1286), Archbishop of Corinth during the last years of his 
life, was actually the most important of the translators, if only because 
so much of his work was instigated by Thomas Aquinas, when both were 
attached to the court of Urban IV. His dated works, which include 
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translations of Proclus, Simplicius, Galen, and Hippocrates, cover the 
period from 1260 to 1280. As it happens, only one of his Aristotelian 
translations (the De Partibus Animalium) is dated, and there is also some 
uncertainty how far he made use of earlier versions. We know, however, 
that he was the first translator in that age of the Politics, and we know 
that a scholar of Susemihrs rank thought it worth while to print this 
translation with his own edition of the text. Bacon’s judgment on 
William of Moerbeke has, in fact, no more value than a spiteful review 
in a modern periodical of a book which the reviewer has omitted to read. 

Not even on sheer questions of fact can Bacon be trusted. He invents, 
for example, an intimacy between Gerard of Cremona and Herman the 
German, though one of them was about eighty-five years senior to the 
other. It is more than doubtful, too, if he is accurate in his account of 
Robert Grosseteste, one of the very few among his contemporaries whom 
he deigned to admire. Depreciation of other men was a passion with him, 
almost a disease. He was out of sympathy with the whole Aristotelian 
movement, and out of humour with all the world. As to the contemporary 
interpretation of Aristotle, his verdict is yet more ludicrous than his con- 
tempt for the translations. With all the disadvantages from which they 
inevitably suffered, Albertus Magnus and his still more famous pupil were 
two of the greatest Aristotelians the world has yet seen. Bacon himself 
was incompetent to judge them, but he resented the intellectual dictator- 
ship, as he thought it, of Albert, and attacked him with such animosity 
that the great Dominican was moved at last to administer a weighty 
rebuke. To Bacon, at least, he is thought to be referring, when he speaks 
of those who seek a solace for their own indolence by looking only for 
objects to attack; who resemble the humor fellis that spreads through a 
body, by provoking all other students to bitterness and forbidding them 
in dulcedine societatis quaerere veritatem 1 . As a critic of others Bacon well 
deserves the rebuke; it is fortunate that, as an original thinker, he still 
can deserve our respect. 

The comparative freedom of the Latins in the matter of translations 
by no means released them from conflict with the Muslim interpretation 
of Aristotle. From the first, apparently, the trouble caused by the new 
material was aggravated by the use of certain commenta, which were in- 
cluded in the prohibition of Aristotle at Paris in 1210. Whether the 
reference was to Avicenna or to Averroes, it is certain that the entire 
history of Aristotelianism at Paris is bound up with the claim of the 
Arabs to be the authentic exponents. Some indication, therefore, however 
slight and meagre, must be given of the character and position of philo- 
sophy in Islam. Why there should ever have been room for intellectual 
complications in that system is much less obvious than in the case of the 
Christian Church. The Unitarian God of Mahomet could have a Prophet 
but not a Son. He dwelt apart from His creatures, neither incarnate nor 
1 Cf. Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant , Part i, p. 246. 
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immanent, a lonely presence in the desert which no man could cross. Such 
a creed might have continued to satisfy the Arabs of the peninsula, and, 
if Islam had remained in that primitive condition, it would have made 
no impression on the world. As soon, however, as it came into contact 
with Syrian, Persian, and Byzantine civilisation, it had to choose between 
adapting itself to a higher order of ideas and perishing altogether. Edu- 
cated minds, when they began to reflect on the message of the Prophet, 
were not slow to discover in the Koran and its contents sufficient material 
for philosophic doubt. Was the sacred book itself created, or co-eternal 
with the Creator? Did not the Word or Wisdom of God resemble the 
Nous of the philosophers or the Logos of the Christians? Had God 
eternal attributes, or would their existence be incompatible with His 
absolute unity? Could the freedom of man be maintained against the 
Divine Omniscience? 

The first debates on these topics date from early times, even before 
John of Damascus, as an official at the court of the Umayyads, provided 
a curious link between Christian and Muslim thought. The great age, 
however, both of translations and of philosophy began with the Abbasids 
and the founding of Baghdad, where the patronage of Nestorian physicians 
by Mansur and Ma’mun led to the institution of a school of medicine and 
philosophy. The sect of the Mu'tazilites (once fanatical defenders of the 
unity of God) now became prominent in speculation, and from their ranks 
arose Kindi (ob. c. 873), the father of a notable line of philosophers, and 
himself almost the only one of them who was an Arab by race. In him 
we observe already the main characteristics which persisted down to 
Averroes, the last of the line. The predominance of Aristotle had been 
established from the first. Erom the first, too, the interpretation of 
Aristotle had borne the stamp of Neo-Platonism. Perhaps the most sur- 
prising example of this is the general reception of the Theology of Ari- 
stotle as a genuine work. Actually an abridgment of Enneads iv-vi, it 
was accepted as Aristotelian by Kindi, Farabi, and many others, who must, 
as it seems to us, have been blind to the enormous gulf between the minds 
of Aristotle and Plotinus. Or were they, after all, so blind as we think? 
Plotinus himself might have dissented. The interpretation of Aristotle 
has always been determined by the interests and the methods of criticism 
belonging to some particular age. It is a question of emphasis, of the 
relative appreciation of his various works, of the special points selected 
for discussion. All ages have recognised the great logician, but what a 
vast difference it makes whether you take Aristotle as primarily an 
astronomer, a theologian, a political thinker, or a biologist. 

The Arabs, beginning with Kindi, fastened especially upon the theory 
of the intellect in the Be Jnima. There, in a few brief and difficult 
statements, they found the origin of all the disputes about the intellectus 
agens and the intellectus possibilis , with other complications too technical 
to mention. Here too was the most patent opportunity for fusing together 
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Platonist and Aristotelian doctrines. For Aristotle liad certainly hinted 
that mind or spirit in its highest manifestations might be independent of 
bodily organs, perpetually active, immortal. Its energy was not a form 
of motion, and therefore not inseparably linked with time. How, then, 
could such an activity belong, like other psychical functions, to the life 
of the individual? From this question it was but a short step to the 
identification of the intellects agens with the nous of Plotinus, understood 
as the manifestation of God. The wisdom of man thus becomes a divine 
illumination, undefiled and imperishable, indifferent to the accident of 
death. Such, in roughest expression, was the line of thought along which 
the Arabs advanced towards the denial of personal immortality, and 
thus to conflict with the Catholic faith. 

In the opinion of many Arabic writers and scholars, the most original 
of the Muslim thinkers was Farabi {oh. 950), who in the course of his life 
is heard of in Egypt, at Damascus, and at Baghdad. Especially famous 
for his commentaries on the Organon , with which the Arabs associated 
(not without reason) the Rhetoric and the Poetics , he wrote also on almost 
every part of Aristotle’s system, on the Laws of Plato, on mathematics 
and music. Though his view of the intellectus agens was similar in principle 
to Kindfs, he is said to have regarded Aristotle’s doctrine as a proof of 
the immortality of the soul. And here we may note that, down to Farabi’s 
time, there was no perceptible breach between the philosophers and 
orthodox Islam. Plato and Aristotle were welcomed at first as a kind of 
second revelation, harmonious with the official revelation of the JCoran. 
Yet the connexion of philosophy with sectarianism was early; the ShPites 
were more given to speculation than the Sunnis, and from the time of 
Farabi onwards there was a gradual tendency towards the conversion of 
philosophy into an esoteric wisdom, remote from the orthodox profession 
of faith. 

The last of the Asiatic philosophers, and, next to Averroes, the most 
notorious among the Latins, was Ibn Slna or Avicenna (oh. 1036), who 
passed through law and medicine to metaphysics, where he is said to have 
owed his first understanding of Aristotle to Farabi’s books. Among other 
things, he interested himself in the theory of universal, and formulated 
distinctions between the genus ante res , in rebus , and post res . In the 
main, however, he resembled the other Muslims in affecting the Christians 
chiefly by his doctrine of the intellect. Before Avicenna’s day the position 
of the philosophers, in the special sense of followers of the Greek tradition, 
had become decidedly ambiguous. Two other kinds of teachers had now 
to be reckoned with, first the Sufis or mystics, secondly the orthodox 
scholastics (as it is convenient to call them), who did not wholly contemn 
philosophy but proposed to subordinate it strictly to the teaching of the 
Koran. Upon the Sufis we can make only one observation, that they were 
certainly touched by Neo-Platonistic influence. The other school, whose 
aim might be loosely compared with Anselm’s fides quaerens intellectual. 
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was represented first by Ash ‘an, a contemporary of Farabi, afterwards, 
in the period between Avicenna and Averroes, by Ghazall or Algazel 
(ob. 1111). While the relation of AlgazePs teaching to Islamic orthodoxy 
scarcely concerns us, there is a real significance for the later Western 
scholasticism in his determined opposition to the professional philosophers. 
As the author of the Destruction of the Philosophers (to which Averroes 
afterwards replied with the Destruction of the Destruction ), he not only 
denounced as heretical certain specific doctrines, such as the eternity of 
the world, but flatly refused to allow the independent status of philosophy. 
Philosophy, he contended, could not be a mode of revelation; it could 
not enunciate first principles at once explanatory of the origin of things 
and compatible with orthodox beliefs. Reason could serve religion only 
in the way of exposition, just as it might be of use to any special science, 
or in the management of ordinary affairs. 

Now this was the true battleground of philosophers and theologians 
at Paris in the thirteenth century ; and the character of the struggle was 
predetermined much less by the old Latin antithesis of ratio and auctoritas 
than by the defined antagonism between the school of Algazel and the 
school of Averroes. Moreover, it was not the fear of Islam that worked 
so profoundly upon the reasoning of Albertus Magnus and Aquinas, but 
the fear of doctrines which Islam was on the verge of rejecting. For Aver- 
roes in the West marked the decline of Muslim philosophy, already long 
decadent in the East. He owes his fame, first to Jewish thinkers, who, 
like the Christians and the Muslims, had their own problem of reconciling 
philosophy with “the book”; secondly to Latin universities, which both 
accepted him as the supreme commentator on Aristotle and cherished, as 
the most alluring of heresies, doctrines invented or renewed for the con- 
fusion of Algazel’s disciples. Averroes, therefore, is rightly studied in con- 
nexion with Latin Averroism, to which we shall shortly return. As to the 
Jews, by their active minds and roving habits they played an important part 
as carriers of learning from place to place, but as philosophers they hardly 
constitute a class distinct from the Arabs. The Fons Vitae of Avencebrol 
(ob. 1058), a Neo-Platonist work in the Arabic style, translated by John 
the Spaniard and Dominic Gundisalvi, was widely quoted by Christian 
authors, not least by Duns Seotus, who perhaps took Avencebrol to be a 
Christian, and openly adhered to his doctrine of matter. The other Jewish 
name of high repute among the Latins was Moses ben Maymun (Maimo- 
nides or Rabbi Moses), best known for his authorship of the Guide of the 
Perplexed . He was contemporary with Averroes (outliving him by only six 
years) and one of his warmest admirers. As may be seen in a treatise of 
doubtful origin, the De Erroribus Philosophorum, the Latins came to 
class his errors with those of Averroes, Algazel, and the rest of the Arabs K 

The stages in the development of Aristotelianism at Paris are marked 
by some definite dates. Precisely when the new books were first read in 
1 Cf. Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant i. Part n, pp. 21-24. 
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public we do not know, but in 1210 a provincial council formally inter- 
dicted public or private study of the libri de naturali philosophic i, with 
commentaries thereon; and in 1215 the papal legate, Robert de Common, 
renewed the prohibition in the words, non legantur libri A ristotelis de 
metaphysica et de naturali philosophia , nee summae de eisdem. It is doubtful 
here whether the mention of metaphysics implies a difference between the 
first and the second decree. The term metaphysica would be unfamiliar 
before the diffusion of Aristotle’s book, and the older usage of physica or 
naturalis philosophia would cover many questions afterwards called meta- 
physical. In 1231, after the dispersion of the university, Gregory IX 
repeated the prohibition, but at the same time entrusted William of 
Auxerre and two colleagues with the task of expurgating Aristotle for 
use in the schools. Nothing came of this impossible project, and tlie 
prohibition remained formally valid, to be renewed once more by Urban IV 
in 1263. Meanwhile practice moved more rapidly than law. Outside Paris, 
to judge from the example of Toulouse in 1229, free study of Aristotle 
had always been possible. At Paris itself some regulations of 1252 
mention only the De Anima in addition to the Logic, but in March 1255 
the Faculty of Ards laid down a course of study which boldly included 
the Physics , the Metaphysics , and practically all the translated works. 
This defiance of papal authority provoked no reply until 1263. Even 
then we may safely presume that the action of Urban IV was only pro- 
visional; for now be was reviving on a grander scale the attempt of 
Gregory IX to produce a critical version of Aristotle, invoking to his aid 
the greatest of Christian commentators, St Thomas Aquinas, who just at 
this time was encouraging William of Moerbeke to produce his new 
translations. 

The history of Aristotelianism in the thirteenth century is, in one of 
its aspects, the history of a political struggle in the University of Paris, 
too intricate for analysis in this chapter. As a convenient simplification of 
the facts, we may concentrate our attention upon the Order of Preachers, 
a society which in its earlier phases was by no means inclined to champion 
the cause of any Pagan philosopher. In libris gentilium et philosophorum 
non studeant fratres. So says an ordinance of 1228, with the object of 
confining the studies of the brethren to theology. The author of the 
revolution which brought the Dominicans into the front rank of Aristo- 
telians was the illustrious Albert of Cologne (< ob . 1280), who taught at 
Paris from 1245 to 1248, and was occupied for some forty years altogether 
in the production of his monumental works. Except during his lifetime, 
the fame of this great man has always been a little overshadowed by that 
of his pupil Aquinas (ob. 1274), whose greater command of expository 
method makes him easier of access. Rash indeed would it be to say that 
Albert was the more remarkable of the two, but in the direction of 
experimental science he went farther, and to him, as the pioneer, fell 
the enterprise of making all parts of Aristotle intelligible to the Latins. 
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Impatient of the “brute animals” who attacked the use of philosophy and 
blasphemed everything of which they were ignorant, he saw that the study 
of Aristotle could not be prohibited, and already, perhaps, while teaching 
at Paris, discerned the seeds of Averroism which he was afterwards (in 
1256) invited by Alexander IV to refute. 

Averroism it was again, not merely as a local phenomenon, but as the 
climax of the whole Arabian interpretation of Aristotle, that moved 
Aquinas to continue his master’s work in his own deep and searching 
exposition of the principal books. The task before him was one of un- 
paralleled complexity, such as only a man of boundless courage, unfailing 
candour, and exceptional powers of mind could have faced. Now for the 
first time in the history of the Middle Ages, or indeed in the history of 
the world, was it imperative to delimit the provinces of philosophy and 
theology, and at the same time to vindicate the unity of truth. On the 
one hand, St Thomas was perfectly convinced that no truth discoverable 
by reason could be inconsistent with the Christian revelation ; on the 
other hand, he was equally assured that the truths of revelation were 
accessible only to a mode of experience not commonly described as reason, 
and inseparable from the history and authority of the Church. What he 
had primarily to combat was not atheism, nor even any avowed heresy 
in dogma, but the impudent sophism, borrowed by certain Christians 
from the Muslims, that there can or must be two kinds of truth; so that, 
when the voice of reason or philosophy conflicts with the voice of authority 
and faith, we may legitimately hearken to both. Or if few quite professed 
that absurdity, the alternative was to insinuate that reason would often 
oblige us to believe one thing, were not its opposite enjoined on us by 
faith. 

Aquinas took a wide view of his problem. He did not restrict himself 
to the Latin Averroists, against whom he wrote the De Unitate Intellectus 
in 1270, but went back to the higher sources of the mischief. By one 
of the most amazing accidents in history it had fallen to Aristotle, some 
fifteen centuries after his death, to stand as the representative of human 
reason. By another accident it was given to the Arabs to work out a 
systematic interpretation, and then to hand it over to the Latins. Now 
Aquinas, no less than Albert, was deeply interested in Aristotle, and not 
in the least afraid of his opinions. He might even, in the peculiar circum- 
stances of the time, have agreed with the Averroists that the general liberty 
of speculation was summed up in the free study of Aristotle. It is ludi- 
crous, however, to suppose that he took Aristotle to be infallible. Except 
in the last decadence of scholasticism, the only people who ever did that 
were the Averroists and the Muslims. For the most part St Thomas was 
not occupied in proving the rightness or wrongness of Aristotle, but in 
criticising the Arabian interpretation of him, relatively to such questions 
as the eternity of the world, the individuality of the immortal intellect, 
and the alleged subjection of the human will to planetary influences. Like 
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a good Aristotelian, he perceived that in arguing contra Gentiles he must 
conduct the discussion on a basis accepted by his opponents. There could 
be no question of “ authority ”; for, as he says, mahumetistae et pagani non 
conveniunt nobiscum in auctoritate alicuius Scripturae...tmde necesse cst ad 
naturalem rationem recurrere , cui omnes assentire coguntur \ Now by 
“natural reason'” the Muslims understood primarily, if not solely, the 
philosophy of Aristotle; and from that philosophy they had extracted 
inferences damaging to the Christian position; not indeed to the doctrines 
of the Trinity and the Incarnation — for on these points Aristotle could 
have nothing to say — but to the belief in moral responsibility and the 
immortality of the soul. To St Thomas, therefore, the alternatives were 
to reject the Muslim interpretation, or to prove that Aristotle himself 
was wrong. He does not choose either course to the total exclusion of 
the other, but to a large extent he argues that Averroes and Avicenna 
had misrepresented the master of their allegiance. 

Whether Aquinas proves his case to the satisfaction of modern critics 
may be disputable, but he certainly marshals an array of arguments that 
none of his contemporaries was likely to defeat. Along with his elucida- 
tion of Aristotle he examines the still wider problem of the whole relation 
of reason to faith ; upholding in his own sense a duplex veritatis modus , 
which yet avoids the duplicity of believing contradictory propositions on 
different grounds, and is, in effect, a plea for the unity of truth. If, once 
more, we may doubt whether the conditions of the age permitted him to 
arrive at a final appreciation of all the difficulties, none can reasonably 
doubt the candour of his intention, the subtlety of his intuitions, or the 
astonishing range and lucidity of his mind. Similar merits and similar 
inevitable deficiencies are revealed in his general understanding of Aris- 
totle. He was no biologist, no physicist, no astronomer. He could not 
discriminate between paths of science where Aristotle had gone hopelessly 
astray, and other paths where he had advanced almost to the verge of modem 
achievement. Like the commentators of all ages, not excluding our own, 
he was strongest within the bounds of his own experience, and weakest 
where his sympathy failed. To the last he was hampered by ignorance of 
history. Often as he contested Neo-Platonist interpretations, he was far 
from disengaging Aristotle from later accretions. He knew, for example 
(with the help of William of Moerbeke), that the Liber de Causis, widely 
received as Aristotelian, was in fact an excerpt from Proclus ; and yet he 
could make the almost staggering assertion that “Dionysius,” in contrast 
to Augustine and others, fere ubique sequitur Aristotelem 1 2 . This, it is true, 
he says in an early work, and perhaps in later life he might have hesitated 
to repeat it. But neither by Aquinas, nor by anyone else in that century, 
was Aristotle fully divested of the Neo-Platonist garments in which the 

1 Summa contra Gentiles , i, 2. 

a Cf. Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant, Part i, p. 43, note 2. 
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course of history had clothed him. Yet after all these criticisms, to 
which others might be added, it remains incontestable that every modern 
student of Aristotle has much to learn from the exposition of Aquinas. 

Averroism proper, as distinct from the general influence of the Arabs, 
is not heard of before the second half of the century. Moreover, when 
Albert wrote his De Unitate Intelledus contra Averroem in 1256, he 
appears to be attacking a tendency rather than actual teachers at Paris. 
Siger of Brabant is first mentioned in 1266, and the first official condem- 
nation of Averroism occurs in 1270. Before that date, either in the 
autumn of 1268 or in the spring of 1269, Aquinas returned from Italy 
to Paris, where he remained until 1272. The resumption of a professorial 
chair by a Dominican (for Aquinas had taught at Paris for some years 
before 1260) was so unusual that we must attribute it to the manifold 
difficulties in which the Order was involved. Among these were the 
constant hostility of the seculars to the regulars, differences with the 
Franciscans and the “ Augustinian” theologians, and finally the emergence 
of Averroism, a movement complicated by the attempt to involve the 
general credit of Peripateticism with the errors of Siger of Brabant. St 
Thomas, accordingly, had both to publish his De Unitate Intelledus as an 
answer to Siger’s De Anima Intellediva , and to protect the freedom of 
Aristotelian study against critics who still, perhaps, might appeal to 
Urban’s decree of 1263. Evidence to the same effect is furnished by a 
work discovered and printed by Mandonnet, the De Quindecim Proble- 
matibus of Albertus Magnus, composed in answer to a letter of enquiry 
by Giles of Lessines. Of these fifteen problems the first thirteen are 
identical with the propositions condemned at Paris (10 December 1270), 
while the last two suggest an attempt to involve Aquinas in the down- 
fall of the Averroists. 

From a survey of the thirteen condemned propositions we gather that 
four main questions were prominent, the unity of the intelligence in all 
men, the eternity of the world, the freedom of the will, the knowledge 
and providence of God. A more drastic reduction might leave only the 
first of the four as of primary importance in 1270; for it seems that this 
had spread beyond philosophical circles, in its practical bearing on moral 
responsibility and personal salvation . While it is impossible here to 
discuss so intricate a problem, or to compare the Averroist and Dominican 
readings of the De Anima , it is necessary to remark that Averroes had 
advanced beyond the position of Avicenna and his predecessors. The 
others had removed from human conditions only the intettectus agens, 
which might even be identified with God; but Averroes converted also 
the intelledus possibilis into a “separate substance,” and declared it to be 
unus in omnibus hominibus \ Opposed as he was to both these interpre- 
tations of Aristotle, St Thomas was aware that even Catholic doctors had 
identified the intelledus agens with God, in which case it would rightly 
1 Aquinas, Summit contra Gentiles, ii, 59 and 73. 
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be excluded from human personality. Averroes, however, was clearly 
beyond the pale; for, since nothing in G-od can be merely potential, to 
affirm the unity of the intelkctus possibilis is to deny the individuality 
of man. 

Averroism was defeated, and Siger of Brabant, condemned again by 
the Inquisition of France in October 1277, passed his last years in Italy, 
as the prisoner of the Roman curia. There he perished, as the story goes, 
by the hand of a half-insane assassin, and thereafter was honourably 
translated to Dante’s Paradiso . The subsequent fortunes of Averroism 
we cannot pursue. More important for the moment was the renewed 
attack on Aristotelianism in general, which gained a passing triumph in 
1277. The mighty efforts of Albert and Thomas, with the favour of one 
or two Popes, had checked but not destroyed the force of the opposition. 
The currents of philosophical thought, not to say political faction, were 
numerous. The secular clergy, always jealous of the friars, did not shine 
in the use of intellectual weapons. If Roger Bacon, writing in 1271, can 
be trusted, they had failed to produce a single theological or philosophical 
treatise for the space of forty years. They merely took doctrinal questions 
as a convenient pretext for attack. Against that kind of onslaught the 
two Orders were united, but in other respects they tended to drift apart. 
Bonaventura and Aquinas were so happily united by personal friendship 
that 'they might have stood as models to an earlier Fra Angelico for the 
meeting of Francis and Dominic. Yet it is Bonaventura who best ex- 
presses the difference of temper between the two societies, when he says 
that the Preachers principaliter intenduni speculation i, et postea unctioni , 
the Friars Minor principaliter unctioni , et postea speculationi l . Even St 
Thomas, who was far from devoid of sympathy with mysticism, would 
hardly have written the Itinerarhm mentis in Deum. 

Something more, or less, than “unction” is required, however, to 
account for the attitude of John Peckham, the Franciscan Archbishop of 
Canterbury, who, besides attempting to implicate Aquinas with the 
heresies of Siger, went to the length of protesting that nothing was 
common to the two Orders but the bare foundations of the faith. So wide 
a division could only be affirmed in so far as the Franciscans identified 
themselves with the party sometimes called Augustiniau. On the whole, 
and with many reservations, it is true that the Franciscan doctors looked 
askance at the Aristotelian movement. Roger Bacon, no doubt, falls 
outside all generalisations. Much as he disliked the ascendency of Albert, 
he was too much of an individualist to act merely as the partisan of one 
society against another. But a general review of the most distinguished 
Franciscan writers, from Alexander of Hales (who was not, it seems, the 
author of the Summa which bears his name) to Duns Scotus, would justify 
the opinion that by tbeir influence alone Aristotle would never have 
secured the supremacy among philosophers. That supremacy was claimed 
1 Manclonnet, op. cit. Part I, p. 98. 
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for him neither by the earlier Middle Ages, nor yet by the thirteenth 
century as a whole, but only by the great Dominican masters, assisted 
undoubtedly by the Averroists whom, on some vital points, they felt 
bound to oppose. The delayed but eventual triumph of Thomism (never 
perfectly accomplished, one might add, until the revival in the nineteenth 
century) has too often cast back a false light on the age of St Thomas 
himself. Opposition, not merely to him but to Aristotle, was then frequent 
and bitter. A casual but interesting example is found in the Summa , of 
unknown authorship, which Baur has printed in the same volume with the 
works of Grosseteste. The writer, a man of strong intelligence and far 
from ignorant of Aristotle, has some exceedingly sharp things to say about 
him. In particular, he dismisses as ineffective the whole Aristotelian 
criticism of the Platonic “ideas,” and hints pretty strongly that Aristotle 
was often as much moved by prejudice as bv rational judgment. 

In England, and at Oxford, where this Sumvia may probably have 
been composed, the Franciscans were especially strong. Encouraged by 
Grosseteste (not himself a member of the Order) and by the example of 
his writings, they gave more attention to mathematics and optics than to 
the wider problems of philosophy that chiefly exercised the Dominicans 
of Paris. But there must also have been something in the English air 
inimical to Thomism. For not only the Franciscan Archbishop, John 
Peckham, but his Dominican predecessor, Robert Kilwardby (author of 
an interesting work on the Division of Philosophy), persuaded Oxford to 
condemn a number of propositions maintained by St Thomas. His action 
was a sequel to the larger affair at Paris in March 1277, when the various 
forces opposed to the Dominicans united under Etienne Tern pier, the 
Chancellor of the University, to secure the condemnation of no less than 
219 propositions, some of them imputable only to isiger and the Aver- 
roists, others common to Aquinas and all the Peripatetics. 

What was the meaning of this undiscriminating violence? Behind the 
political struggle there was doubtless some genuine apprehension of a 
fatal schism between philosophy and the authority of the Church. The 
system of Catholicism, as it was slowly shaped and consolidated in the 
Middle Ages, pointed to the indivisible union of all Christians in a single 
society, ideally as wide as the world. To the realisation of such an ideal 
the existence of Jews, Muslims, and Pagans was the most patent obstacle, 
but also the most superficial. More serious was the breach between the 
Greeks and the Latins, for that touched the internal principles upon 
which the Christian society was founded. More vital even than doctrinal 
unity was the maintenance of the claim by which alone the Church had 
succeeded in absorbing into herself the finer essence of Graeco-Roman 
civilisation. The substance of that claim was the possession of first 
principles comprehensive enough to supersede Greek philosophy, and to 
serve as the ultimate source of morality and law. Once allow the possi- 
bility of explaining the world without reference to the propositions of the 
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Creed, or of governing mankind without reference to the lex divina , and 
the whole structure of the Church must be threatened with collapse. The 
liberty of the sciences, therefore, and the liberty of princes were on the 
same plane ; they were liberties conceded by the Church — liberties to 
arrive at any conclusions and to take any administrative measures not in- 
compatible with the Christian presuppositions. 

Such being the remorseless logic of the situation, the search for means 
of avoiding it persistently continued. After many makeshifts and evasions 
of the issue, it became clear at last to the acuter minds of the thirteenth 
century that only one solution was possible. If it could be shewn that the 
work of reason in the whole field of science could be accomplished with- 
out possible collision with the faith; if, in other words, there was a duplex 
veritatis modus consistent with intellectual honesty, then intolerable 
tyranny and disastrous revolution could alike be avoided. To make good 
this solution was the policy of Aquinas. Sincerely convinced that human 
reason could neither prove nor disprove the doctrines peculiar to Christi- 
anity, he proceeded to infer that all arguments destructive of the faith 
were spurious products of reason, which genuine philosophy could refute 
without appeal to authority. At the same time he allotted a wide province 
to reason, and believed it possible to demonstrate the principles of Theism 
and of theistic morality by the arguments relative to God, freedom, 
and immortality which Kant afterwards declared to be invalid. In the 
age of Aquinas there was neither a Kant nor even a magnified Gaunilo, 
but there were conservatives who mistrusted these new lines of division, 
and who failed to see that a position tenable in the days of Augustine, 
or even of Anselm, might be far from impregnable to the onslaught of 
Averroes. With the conservatives were allied the alarmists, who held that 
Aquinas himself was betraying the citadel by inviting reason to occupy 
the outworks. In their eyes a Peripatetic was no better than an Averroist; 
both alike deserved the penalty of traitors within the camp. The cleavage 
of parties and the hardening of the distinction between theology and 
philosophy must have been assisted by the organising of Faculties within 
the University. The control of philosophy belonged to the Faculty of 
Arts ; the theologians, therefore, were clearly not philosophers. Hence, 
when Albert the Great, as a friar, was attacked by the students of theology, 
it was the artists who rushed in crowds to his support. So anomalous a 
position could not long be maintained. Sooner or later the lines of 
intellectual division would follow pretty closely the division of Faculties, 
with results that, without returning to the Middle Ages, we can readily 
imagine. 

Among those swept away, a little ironically, with the 219 propositions 
was the unfortunate Roger Bacon. If he was to be engulfed in the company 
of so many Peripatetics, it seems a pity that, instead of railing at Albert, 
he did not collaborate with him for the advancement of chemistry and 
physics. We must beware, however, of misinterpreting either the position 
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of Bacon or the causes of his downfall. It would be unhistorical to suppose 
that advocacy of mathematics, or prophecies of flying-machines and other 
marvels, would have brought him to captivity. Whatever the value of his 
contributions to science (about which the specialists are a little frigid), 
no school of thought then suspected that geometry or optics or the pro- 
pagation of force by “multiplication of species” were going to undermine 
the Church. Bacon, like Abelard, may have damaged himself by making 
enemies, and by his monotonous dispraise of authority ; but where he 
seems definitely to have stumbled was in the field of astrology. The 
state of astronomy at the time permitted it to be a quasi-scientific 
question whether the fortunes and even the characters of men might not 
be shaped by celestial impressions. Bacon himself agreed with Aquinas 
and other educated men in denying that the freedom of the will could 
thus be affected, and in avoiding the more childish superstitions. The 
attack on him was probably no more intelligent than the refusal to 
discriminate between Aquinas and the Averroists. In the hour of 
triumphant faction a few rash or ambiguous expressions would be 
evidence enough. Deplorable as the result was, we have no more right 
to accuse the whole age of persecuting science than we have to argue from 
Bacon’s own effort to prove the utility of mathematics to theology that 
lie saw no intrinsic value in theoretical reasoning. In any case, it is an 
anachronism either to look for a new philosophy of the world in the 
scientific tastes of Bacon, or to interpret his overthrow as mere hostility 
to the study of natural phenomena. A still greater absurdity would be 
to suppose that Bacon’s praise of experience and experiment brought 
upon him the wrath of Aristotelians. 

Rightly to estimate Bacon’s worth as a philosopher is, however, a very 
difficult task. The combative spirit which enraged his contemporaries 
has endeared him, perhaps unduly, to modern readers with little 
sympathy for the temper of the Middle Ages. Similarly, his references to 
actuat or possible devices of mechanics and chemistry have won for him 
more credit as an inventor than he would have claimed for himself. Our 
concern, however, is rather with his general estimate of knowledge, and 
with his broader relations to the intellectual attitude of his times. And 
here we find that, in some respects, his mind was provincial, or even re- 
actionary, while in others he certainly had a vision of the future sicut in 
aenigmate, non facie ad fackm. His provincialism appears in his failure 
to appreciate the higher contemporary thought, or to perceive the direction 
in which minds really more critical than his own were moving. Much of 
his criticism, as for example in the De Viciis contracts in skidAoT1ieologiae y 
is singularly barren, if we suppose it to refer to such men as Albert the 
Great or Thomas Aquinas. They in their turn might well have objected 
that Bacon’s whole conception of philosophy was obsolete. They would not 
formally have disputed his statement that the chief and final intention 
of philosophers was circa divinam et angelorum cognitionem. . .cum con- 
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iemptu bonorum istius vitae temporalis , ut pervenirent ad statum futurae 
beatitudinis , but they might fairly have replied that amiable commonplaces 
were no substitute for a real delineation of the provinces of theology and 
human reason. Bacon is, in fact, reactionary in his extravagant subordina- 
tion of philosophy to theology. He reverts to a position barely tenable 
in the thirteenth century unless supported by fresh arguments, and he 
appears to be imperfectly acquainted with the greatest controversy of his 
a g e < 

Again, his praise of “mathematics 11 as an aid to civil and religious 
government is so mixed up with the puerilities of astrology and alchemy 
that his pretence of superiority to his times in this respect is far from 
convincing. On the other hand, there are many glimpses of genuine in- 
sight in his enthusiasm for linguistic studies, in his anticipation of the 
manifold uses of geography, and in his constant emphasis on the importance 
of experimental method. Very often he speaks of scientia eccperimentalis 
as a separate science rather than as a general method employed by natural 
philosophy; and in the Opus Tertium he makes the significant statement: 
naturalis enim philosophies narrat et arguit , sed non experitur. He main- 
tains, nevertheless, that experiment or experience is required to verify all 
the sciences; nor can we reasonably complain if he is not yet in a position 
to discriminate between the more and the less experimental departments 
of knowledge. What we clearly discern in Bacon, when we get behind his 
peevishness, his superstitions, and his arrogance, is a profound discontent 
with the existing state of knowledge, a conviction that no further advance 
is possible except by a kind of intellectual return to Nature. In this he 
was indubitably right, and in this, rather than in actual achievement, lies 
his title to fame. At all times, too, he was hampered by his conflict with 
authority. Many of his books have the character of an apologia. He is 
desperately anxious to refute the slanders of his enemies, and to persuade 
Pope Clement IV that his philosophy is orthodox and profitable. Had 
he worked in a calmer atmosphere, and in harmony with the chiefs of his 
Order, it is probable that he would have left us a higher impression of 
his powers. 

The imprisonment of Bacon was a political incident, in the same sense 
that the trials of Gottschalk, Abelard, and Gilbert de la Porree, or the 
prohibitions of Aristotle, Averroism, and Peripateticism were political 
incidents. For the Church was, in theory and in fact, a political society 
based on first principles, and pledged therefore to test every movement 
of thought by its probable effect on the faith and conduct of Christians. 
Liberty of opinion we now take to be the foundation of all other liberties; 
interference with it we stamp as an act of tyranny or, at best, as a dangerous 
experiment But that is because we are governed by opinion and desire 
no other master. The medieval Church, on the other hand, claimed to 
be governed by knowledge, and that makes all the difference in the world. 
That, too, is why the significance of the proposed division between theology 
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and philosophy was graver than even an Aquinas could suspect. The scope 
of this chapter has excluded political thought in the more restricted sense, 
but facts like the growth of Canon Law, the revival of Roman juris- 
prudence, the rise of nations and communes, the struggle of Empire and 
Papacy, and the appearance of such a book as Marsilius of Padua’s De- 
fensor Pads are intimately connected with medieval philosophy. In the 
last chapter of his Monarchia Dante supports his plea for an independent 
Empire by the analogous independence of philosophy. To the Pope belong 
revealed truths and the theological virtues; to the Emperor moral virtue 
and the inventions of reason. That Dante grasped the whole possibilities 
of his argument is improbable; for no such division could be effective 
before the rise of the modern State, nor even then until the State had 
renounced the care of theology, only to find that philosophy had likewise 
vanished from its counsels. The heroic attempt of Aquinas to define a 
sphere for philosophy without detriment to the sovereign rights of theology 
was simply one expression of the whole medieval struggle so to adjust the 
temporal power to the spiritual as to create a dominion of political freedom 
within the higher sovereignty of the Church. The project, we may hold, 
was impossible. It is certain, at least, that it failed. 

Yet this failure was the last and greatest achievement of medieval 
philosophy. Later developments, such as the rivalry of Thomists and 
Scotists, with all their wrangles about matter and form, uni versals and 
individuals, have their interest for students, but small importance for the 
historical movement of the world. When we gaze on the solid line of 
folios attributed to Duns Scotus {ob. 1308) it seems almost incredible that 
his life can have lasted — according to a common estimate — no more than 
thirty-four years. Even if the correct figure be a little larger, his youth 
is perhaps a fact to be remembered in estimating the quality of his work. 
For in Duns Scotus we cannot but recognise something of that joy in 
destruction attributed by Plato to young men attacked by the first fever 
of dialectic. It was his distinguished fate to found a school strong enough 
for a time to divide the world with the Thomists. The Franciscans 
adopted him as their champion and magnified his prestige. Modern 
readers, however, who stand apart from medieval factions, will be slow 
to recognise in Duns Scotus a serious intellectual rival to Thomas Aquinas. 
In method, in perspicuity, in dignity and breadth of mind he is plainly 
inferior. To charge him with insincerity would be uncharitable, but he 
strikes us as a man determined at all hazards to take up original positions, 
and therefore to seek with all his notorious “subtlety” for points of dis- 
tinction between his own and other views. The result in most cases is 
that his divergence from Aquinas and other doctors turns out to be 
smaller than his statements would suggest. 

On the fundamental question of the relation of philosophy to theology 
he proposes a much sharper division than was approved by St Thomas, 
When any truth is enunciated as mi article of faith, it is inexpedient, he 
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says, to attempt a demonstration of it. The effect of your demonstration 
on the faithful will be to deprive them of the merit of faith, while to the 
infidel you will provide an opportunity of declaring that Christians are 
driven by lack of faith to fall back on argument. It would thus be im- 
proper to prove by reason that God exists, that God is one, or that the 
soul is immortal. Duns Scotus fails, however, to work out the consequences 
of his own hypothesis. He is far from meaning that frith is irrational, 
but equally far from grasping the importance of philosophical monotheism 
as a preparation for Christian doctrine, or from perceiving the danger of 
sheer obscurantism involved in his own contention. Nor does he deal with 
Aquinas' 1 point that, since few men have leisure, or inclination, or ability 
to be philosophers, the bulk of mankind will be obliged to receive in the 
form of faith propositions which a few may be able to establish by 
reasoning. On the other hand, Duns Scotus goes quite as far as Aquinas 
in claiming for theology an interest in every branch of knowledge, not 
excluding geometry, and also in exalting the power of the intellect for 
the general purpose of arriving at truth. Theology, he maintains, is 
practical rather than speculative, but the practical consequences of Chris- 
tian dogmas, as he explains them, would never have been questioned by 
Aquinas. In a word, Duns Scotus proposes a new division of provinces 
but does not adequately defend it. He tends to exalt will above intellect, 
but with the difficulties of their inter-relation he does not grapple half 
so closely as Aquinas. 

Perhaps the most conspicuous point of difference between Duns Scotus 
and his contemporaries was his doctrine of matter. Entirely free from 
materialism in any sense that would make matter independent of the 
Creator, he insists, nevertheless, that all created beings, the spiritual no 
less than the corporeal, have matter as well as form in their composition. 
To support this doctrine he makes an important distinction between 
metaphysical and physical matter. He supposed that Pythagoras and 
some of the early Greek philosophers had thought of matter metaphysic- 
ally, but he assigned to physics and natural philosophy, not the materia 
primely but only the secundo prima , which is the substratum of generation 
and corruption. In its metaphysical sense matter need not be localised, 
and he excused himself from answering the question nbi est? Thus even 
the angelic nature contains matter in its being, and since Aquinas had 
allowed to the angels a kind of potentia^ Duns Scotus is obliged to deny 
that the existence of matter is merely potential. How it can exist actu , 
without being actus alicuius , he finds it difficult to explain, but such is 
his doctrine. And further, since the whole universe of creatures has been 
developed out of this metaphysical substratum by progressive differentia- 
tion, the Thomist doctrine of matter as the causa wdividuationis must 
be rejected. Incidentally the angels thus recover the privilege of being 
individuals without constituting a species apiece. What individuality is, 
and how it arises, Duns Scotus exhausts his ingenuity to explain. He 
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was doubtless right in suspecting that the puzzle could not be solved 
through the simple alternatives of matter and form. He perceived also 
that an individual could not be defined by negatives, and that there must 
be some positive quality involved in numerical distinction. If in the end 
his own doctrine only led to the thesis that hoc est hoc on account of 
haecceitas , we must still hesitate before we throw stones at him. For in 
the monstrous jargon of some modern philosophies a word like “thisness” 
has an air of almost classical refinement. 

Impossible as it is to do justice in a page or two to the comprehensive 
knowledge of Duns Scotus or to his intellectual acumen, it is not unjust 
to deny that he is author of any momentous reform in philosophy. Rather 
does he testify, like Roger Bacon, though in very different style, to the 
approaching exhaustion of medieval thought. The air of finality that 
hangs over the weighty pages of Aquinas has a prophetic significance. 
For the work of Aquinas, consummate in its kind, had exhausted the 
materials then existing for the edifice of philosophy, though not the 
ingenious art of arranging them in new patterns. The great age of dia- 
lectic had vanished with the rebirth of Aristotle; the age of Aristotelianism 
was to perish in still greater revolutions. Alike in politics and in science 
more portentous questions were soon to be uttered: whether a society 
founded on an immutable gospel could find room for the modern State, 
and whether a scientia ewperimentalis beyond the dreams of Roger Bacon 
could be reconciled with an infallible Church. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATION'S OF TITLES 
OF PERIODICALS, SOCIETIES, ETC. 

(1) The following abbreviations are used for titles of periodicals : 

AB. Analecta Bollandiana. Paris and Brussels. 1882 if. 

AHR. American Historical Review. New York and London. 

AKKR. Archiv fiir katholisches Kirchenreeht. Innsbruck. 1857-61. May dice. 
1862 IF. 

Arch. Ven. (and N. Arch. Ven. ; Arch. Ven.-Tri.). Archivio veneto. Venice. 40 
vols. 1871-90; continued as Nuovo archivio veneto. 1st series. 20 
vols. 1891-1900. New series. 42 vols. 1901-21. And Archivio 
veneto-tridentino. 1922 ff., in progress. 

ASAK. Anzeiger fur schweizerische Alterthumskunde. Zurich. 

ASI. Archivio storico italiano. Florence. Ser. i. 20 vols. and App. 9 vols. 

1842-53. Index. 1857. Ser. nuova. 18 vols. 1855-68. Ser. in. 
26 vols. 1865-77. Indexes to ii and nr. 1874. Supplt. 1877. Ser. rv. 
20 vols. 1878-87. Index. 1891. Ser. v. 50 vols. 1888-1912. Index. 
1900. Ser. vr. Anni 71-81. 20 vols, 1913-23. (Index up to 1917 in 
Catalogue of The London Library. Vol. i. 1913, and Supplt. 1920.) 
Ser. vii, Anni 82 etc. 1924 if., in progress. 

ASL. Archivio storico lombardo. Milan. 

ASPN. Archivio storico per le province napoletane. Naples. 1876 if. 

ASRSP. Archivio della Societa romana di stpria patria. Rome. 1878 if. 

BEG. Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des Chartes. Paris. 1839 ff. 

BISI. Bullettino dell’ Istituto storico italiano. Rome. 1886 ff. 

BRAH. Boletin de la R. Academia de la historia. Madrid. 

BZ. Byzantinische Zeitschrift. Leipsic. 1892 ff. 

CQR. Church Quarterly Review. Loudon. 1875 ff. 

DZG. Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Geschichtswissenschaft. Fi*eiburg-im-Breisgau. 
DZKR. Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenreeht. Freiburg-im-Breisgau. 1891 ff. 
EHR. English Historical Review. London. 1886 ff. 

FDG. Forschuugen zur deutschen Geschichte. Gottingen. 

HJ. Historisoh.es Jahrbuch. Munich. 

HVJS, Historische Vierteljahrsschrift. Leipsic. 

HZ. Historische Zeitschrift (vqii Syhel). Munich and Berlin. 

JA. Journal Asiatique. Paris. 

JB. Jahresberichte der Geschichtswissenschaft im Auftrage der historischen 

Gesellschaft zu Berlin. Berlin. 1878 ff. 

JRAS. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain. London. 

JTS. Journal of Theological Studies. London. 

MA Le moyen age. Paris. 

MIOGF. Mittheilungen des Instituts fiir osterreichische Geschichtsforschung. 

Innsbruck. 

Neu. Arch. Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft fiir altere deutsche Geschichtskunde. 
Hanover and Leipsic. 

NRDF (and RDF). Nouvelle Revue hist, de droit franfais et etr anger. Paris. 

1877-1921 ; continued as Revue hist, de droit francais et etranger. 
Paris. 1922 ff. 

QFIA. Quellen uud Forschungen aus italienischen Archiven und Bibliotheken. 
Rome. 

RA. Revue archeologique. Paris. 

RBen. Revue benedictine. Mavedsous. 

RCIIL. Revue critique d’histoire et de litterature. Paris. 

RDF. See above, NRDF. 

RH. Revue historique. Paris. 

RHD. Revue d’histoire diplomatique. Paris, 
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ItHE. Revue d’histoire eccle'siastique. Louvain. 

Rhein. Mus. Rlieiuisches Museum fiir Philologie. Frankfort-on-M ain. 

RN. Revue de nunrismatique. Paris. 

RQH. Revue des questions historiques. Paris. 

RSIL Revue de synthese historique. Paris. 

RSI, Rivista storica italiana. Turin. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

SKAW. Sitzungsberichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Vienna. 
[Philos, -hist. Classe.] 

SPAW. Sitzungsberichte der kon. preussischeu Akademie der Wissenschaften. 
Berlin. 

TRHS, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society. London. 

ZCK. Zeitschrift fiir ehristliche Kunst. Diisseldorf. 

ZDMG. Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlandischen Gesellschaft. Leipsic. 

ZKG. Zeitschrift fiir Kircheugeschiehte. Gotha. 

ZKT. Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie. Gotha, 

ZR. Zeitschrift fiir Rechtsgeschichte. Weimar. 1861-78. Continued as 

ZSR. Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftuug fill* Rechtswissenschaft. Weimar. 1880 ff. 

[Each vol. contains a Romanistische, a Germanistische, and, after 
1911, a Kanonistische Abteilung.j 

ZWT. Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie. Frankfort-on- Main. 

(2) Other abbreviations used are : 

AeadfBL. Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres. 

AcadIP. Academie Imperiale de Petersbourg. 

AllgDB. Allgemeixie deutsche Biographie. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

ASBen. See Mabillon and Acliery in Gen. Bibl. iv. 

ASBoll. Acta Sanctorum Bollaudiana. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

BGen. Nouvelle Biographie generale. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

BHE. Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des hautes etudes, See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Bouquet. See Rerum Gallicarum...scriptores in Gen. Bibl. iv. 

BOniv. Biographie umverselle. See Gen. Bibl. x. 

Class, hist. Classiques de l'histoire de France au moyeri age. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Coll. doc. Collection de documents inedits sur l’histoire de France. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Coll.textes. Collection tie textes pour servir a l’e'tude et a l’enseignement de l’histoire 
See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

CSCO. Corpus scx-iptorum christianorum orientalium. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

CSEL. Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

CSHB. Corpus scriptorum historiae Byzantinae. See Gen. Bibl . xv. 

DNB. Dictionary of National Biography. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

BcfrAR. Nicoles franchises d’ Athenes et de Rome. Paris. 

BETS. Early English Text Society. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

EncBr. Encyclopaedia Britannica. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

Fonti. Fonti per la storia d’ltalia. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

IvAW. Kaiserliehe Akademie der Wissensehafteu. Vienna. 

Mansi. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

MGII. Monumeuta Germaniae Ilistorica. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

MHP. Monumeuta historiae patriae. Turin. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

MPG. Migne’s Patrologiae cursus completus. Ser. graeco-latina. [Greek texts 
with Latin translations in parallel columns.] See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

MPL. Migne’s Patrologiae cursus completus. Ser. latina. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 
PAW. Konigliohe preussische Akademie d. Wissenschaften. Berlin. 

RAH. Real Academia de la Historia. Madrid. 

RC. Record Commissioners. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

Rec. hist. Cr. Recueil des historiens des Croisades. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

Rolls. Rerum Britannicarum medii aevi scriptoi*es. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

RR.II.SS. See Muratori in Gen. Bibl. xv. 

SGUB. Scriptox-es rerum Germanicarum in usum scholarum. See Monumeuta 
Germaniae Historica in Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Soeiete de l’histoire de France. See Gen, Bibl. iv. 

Scriptores l'erum Danicarum medii aevi. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 
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Abh. 

Abhan diungen. 

mem. 

memoire. 

antiq. 

antiquarian, autiquaire. 

n.s. 

new series. 

app. 

appendix. 

progr. 

programme. 

coll. 

collection. 

publ. 

published, pnblie. 

diss. 

dissertation. 

R.1 

real, reale. 

enl. 

enlarged. 

r. / 


hist. 

history, histoire, historical, 

repr. 

reprinted. 


historique, historisch. 

rev. 

revised. 

Jahrh. 

Jahrbuch. 

roy. 

royal, royale. 


j kaiserlich. 

ser. 

series. 

k. 

Ikoniglich. 

soc. 

society, societe, societa. 


1 koninklijk. 

stor. 

storico, storica. 

mem. 

memoir. 

Viert. 

Vierteljahrschrift. 
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Lees, B, A. Bibliography of Mediaeval History. (400-1500.) (Historical Assoc. 
Leaflet 44.) London. 1917. 

Lichtenberger, F. Encyclopedic des Sciences religieuses. 13 vols. Paris. 1877-82. 
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Manzoni, L. Bibliografia statutaria e storica italiana. 2 vols. in 3. Bologna, 1876-92. 
i. Bibl. d. statuti, ordiui, e legge dei municipii. 2 pts. n. Bibl. storica 
municipale, etc. A-E. [No more publ.] 

Meister, A. ed. Grundriss der Geschiehtswissensehaft zur Einfulirimg in das 
Studium der deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters und der Neuzeit. Leipsic. 
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CHAPTER I. 

THE REFORM OF THE CHURCH. 

[Only the chief works are given, as the literature is so voluminous.] 

I. BIBLIOGRAPHIES. 

(a) Useful bibliographies will be found in: 

Berliere, L’Ordre monastique, etc. (see below, hi). 

Cauchie, La Querelle des Investitures, etc. (see below , in). 

Dresdner, Kultur- u. Sittengeschichte, etc. [short] (see below, in) ; 

also in special notes in : 

Hefele-Leclercq, Les Condi es (see Gen. Bibl. v). 

Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbuclier, etc. (see below, rn). 

(b) Very useful special bibliographies: 

For Leo IX. Hefei e-Leclercq, op, eit. iv, p. 995, note 1 (see Gen. Bibl. v). 

For Peter Damian. Ibid, iv, p. 1231, note 3. 

For Berengar of Tours. Ibid . iv, p. 1041, note 3. 

For the Election Decree of 1059. Meyer v. Knonau, op. eit. i. Excursus vn, 
p. 678, and Hefele-Leclercq, op. eit. iv, p. 1189, note 2. 

II. SOURCES. 

( a ) Separate Sources. 

See the Bibliographies (Section, Sources) of the following chapters of Vol. in : 
v (specially for Fulbert and Gerbert); vii (specially for Atto of Vercelli and 
Hugo abbas Farfensis) ; xii (specially for Anonymus Haserensis, Anselmus 
Leodensis, Lampertus Hersfeldensis, Leo episcopus Ostiensis) ; and xvn. Other 
specially important sources are : 

Arnulf. Gesta archiepiscoporum Mediolanensium. Ed. Bethmann, L. C. and Watten- 
bachjWV MGH. Script, vm, pp. 1-31. Repr. in MPL. cxlvii. coll. 279 sqq. 
Bonitho. Liber ad amicum. Ed. Dummler, E. in MGH. Libelli de Lite. i. pp. 
568 sqq. 1891; also ed. Jaffe, P. in Monumenta Gregoriana. 1865. (Bibl. rer. 
German, n. See Gen. Bibl. iv.) Also in MPL. cl. coll. 803 sqq. 

Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Cassino (Pope Victor III). Dialogi de miraculis S. Bene- 
dicts In ASBen. Saec. iv, 2. pp. 425-61, and MPL. cxlix. coll. 963 sqq. 
Gesta Episeoporum Virdunensium. Ed. Waitz, G. MGH. Script, iv. pp. 36-51, and 
x. pp. 486-516. Repr. in MPL. cxxxn. coll. 501 sqq., and cciv. coll. 915 sqq, 
Hugo Flaviniaeensis. Chronicon. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, vm. pp. 368-404. 
Also in MPL. cliv. coll. 1 sqq. 

Humbert of Silva Candida, Cardinal. Tres libri contra simoniacos. Ed. Thaner, F. 
in MGH. Libelli de Lite. r. pp. 95-253. Also ed. Martene and Durand in The- 
saurus Novus. v. pp. 629 sqq. Repr. in MPL. cxliii. 

Landulf Senior. Historia Mediolanensis. Ed. Bethmann, L. C. and Wattenbach, W. 

MGH. Script, vm. pp. 32-100. Also in MPL. cxlvii. coll. 803 sqq. 

Landulf Junior (de S. Paulo). Historia Mediolanensis. Ed. Bethmann, L. C. and 
Jaffe, P. MGH. Script, xx. pp. 21-49. Also m MPL. clxxiii. coll. 1429 sqq. 
Liber Pontificalis. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Peter Damian. Opera. Ed. Caietanus, C. 3 vols. Rome. 1606-15. Repr. in MPL. 

CXLIV, CXLV. 

Disceptatio synodalis. Ed. Heinemann, L. v. in MGH. Libelli de Lite. i. pp. 

76-94. Also in MPL. cxlv. 

[Extracts in English in Greenwood, Cathedra Petri, iv. pp. 423-7. (See 
below , m.)] 
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pp. 280 sqq. Also in ASBen. Saec. vx, 1. pp. 519 sqq. 
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Jaffe-Loewenfeld. Regesta Pontif. Roman. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 
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CHAPTERS II and III. 


GREGORY VII: HENRY IV AND HENRY V. 

[On the relations of the Papacy with France, England, and the Normans in South 
Italy, see Bibliographies to chapters xv, xv, xvnr, and Vol. in, chapter v.] 


I. BIBLIOGRAPHIES. 

Detailed in Dahlmann-Waitz, and critical treatment of original authorities in 
Potthast, Whiten bach, and Vildhaut (see Gen. Bibl. i). An excellent annual survey 
of new literature in Jahresberichte der deutschen Geschiclite (Breslau); also biblio- 
graphies in Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique (Louvain) and other journals. 

II. SOURCES. 

A. Collections op Documents, etc. 

(a) Papal letters and bulls. 

Calendared in Jaffe- Loewenfeld. Regesta Pontificum Romanorum. See Gen. 

Bibl. iv. Kehr, P. Regesta Pontificum Romanorum. See Gen. Bib l. xv. 
Gregorii VII ltegistrum. Ed. Caspar, E. MGH. Epp, select, ir. 1920, 23, 
[Of. Peitz, W. M. Das Originalregister Gregors VII. Vienna. 1911.] 
Monumenta Gregoriana. Ed. Jaffe, r. (Bibl. rer. German. Vol. ii. See Gen. 
Bibl. xv.) [Contains letters collected from various sources as well as the 
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Bullaire du pape Calixte II, 1119-24. Ed. Robert, U. 2 vols. Paris. 1891. 
Letters of other Popes in MPL. 

(b) Church Councils. 

Mansi, J. D. Sacrorum conciliorum collectio. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

(c) Lives of Popes. 

Le Liber Poutifiealis. Ed. Duchesne, L. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Watterich, J. M. Pontificum Romanorum vitae. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

(d) Controversial literature. 

Collected in MGH. Libelli de lite. 3 vols. 1891-7. 

(e) Imperial acts and diplomas. 

MGH. Constitutiones. Legum Sect, iv, t. Ed. Weiland, L. 1893. 
Stumpf-Brentano, K. F. Die Rcichskanzler. See Gen. Bibl. xv. 

(f) Other letters and documents in : 

Giesebrecht, W. von. Geschichte der deutschen Kaiserzeit. Vol. xxi. See Gen. 
Bibl. v. 

Jaffe, P. Monumenta Bambergensia (Bibl. rer. German. Vol. v. See Gen. 
Bibl. iv). 

Sudendorf, H. Registrum oder merkwurdige Urkunden ii'ir die deutsche 
Geschiclite. 3 pts. Pt. i, Jena. 1849. Pts. xx, m, Berlin. 1851, 54. 

(g) Selected documents. 

Altrnann, W. and Bernheim, E. Ausgewahlte Urkunden zur Erlaiiterung der 
Verfassungsgeschichte Deutschlands im Mittelalter. 4th edn. Berlin. i909. 
Bernheim, E. Quellen znr Geschichte des Investiturstreites. 2 pts. Leipsic 
and Berlin. 1907. 

Keutgen, F. Urkunden zur stadtischen Verfassungsgeschichte. Berlin. 1901, 
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B. Narrative Sources. 

[The most important are marked*. Authorities quoted in SGUS. are improved editions 
of texts previously edited in MGH. Script.] 

*Adam Bremensis, Gesta pontificum Hammabura-ensium. Ed. Sclimeidler. B. SGUS. 
3rd edn. 

Annales Altalienses maiores. Ed. Oefele, E. L. B. ab. SGUS. 1891. 

Annales Augustani. Ed. Pertz, G. II. MGH. Script, in. 

Annales Hildesheimenses. Ed. Waitz, G. SGUS. 1878. 

* Annales Patlierbrunnenses. Ed. Sclieffer-Boichorst, P. Innsbruck. 1870. 

*Arnulii Gesta Archiepiscoporum Mediolanensium. Ed. Bethmann, L. and Watten- 
bach, W. MGH. Script, vm. 

Benzonis episcopi Albensis ad Hcinricum IV imperatorem libri vii. Ed. Pertz K. 
MGH. Script, xi.' 

* Bernoldi Chronicon. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, v. 

* Berth oldi Annales. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, v. [Begins as a continuation 

of Herman of Reichenau. From 1075 onwards, owing to the change in style 
and the violent anti-imperial bias, a new author has been conjectured, usually 
referred to as the Swabian Annalist. Of. Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbucher. 
Vol. ii. Excurs 8. See below, m a.] 

*Bonizonis episcopi Sutrensis liber ad amicum. Ed. Diimmler, G. MGH. Libelli 
de lite. Vol. ii. Also in Jaffe', P., Monumenta Gregoriana. See above , ii a ( a ), 

'"’ Bruno, De bello Saxonico. Ed. Wattenbach, W. SGUS. 1880. 

* Carmen de hello Saxonico. Ed. Holder-Egger, O. SGUS. 1889. 

Chronicon Sancti Huberti Andaginensis. Ed. Bethmann, L. and Wattenbach, W, 
MGH. Script, vm. 

Cosmae Pragensis, Chronica Boemorum, Ed. Bretholz, B. MGH. Script. N.S. ii. 1923. 
*Donizonis vita Mathildis. Ed. Bethmann, L. MGH. Script, xii. 

*Ekkehardi Chronicon Universale. Ed. Waitz, G. MGH. Script, vi. [Ii. Bresslau, 
in Neu. Arch, xxi, pp. 197 sqq., shews that the original chronicle up to 1101 was 
written by Frutolf of Bamberg.] 

Gesta episcoporum Cameracensiuin. Ed. Bethmann, L. MGH. Script, vii. 

Gesta Treverorum. Ed. Waitz, G. MGH. Script, vm. 

Herimanni Augiensis Chronicon (Herman of Reichenau). Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. 
Script, v. 

*Hugonis abbatis Flaviuiacensis Chronicon. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, vm. 

* Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales. Ed. Holder-Egger, O. SGUS. 1894. 

Landulfi Historia Mediolanensis. Ed. Bethmann, L. and Wattenbach, W. MGH. 

Script, vm. 

Mariani Scotti Chronicon. Ed. Waitz, G. MGH, Script, v. 

Norfberti Vita Bennonis II episcopi Qsnabrugensis, Ed. Bresslau, Ii. SGUS. 1902. 
Sachsische Weltchronik (Eilce von Repgow). Ed. Weiland, L. MGH. Deutsche 
Chroniken. n. 1877* 

Sigeberti Gemblacensis monachi Chronica; Anselmi Gemblaeensis continuatio. Ed. 
Bethmann, L. MGH. Script, vi. 

Vita Altmanni episcopi Pataviensis. Ed. Wattenbach, W. MGH. Script, xii. 

Vita Annonis archiepiscopi Coloniensis. Ed. Kopke, 11. MGII. Script, xi. 

Vita Anselmi episcopi Lucensis. Ed. Wilmans, R. MGH. Script, xii. 

*Vita Heinrici IV imperatoris. Ed. Eberhard, W. SGUS. 1899. 

Vita Ottonis episcopi Bambergensis. Ed. Kopke, R. MGH. Script, xii. Also in 
jaffe, P., Monumenta Bambergensia. See above, n a (/). 

III. MODERN LITERATURE. 

[A complete bibliography would cover several pages. It seems better, therefore, to 
give a list only of the most useful books, especially in Section D. Besides the 
general bibliographies, such as Dahlmann-Waitz (see Gen. Bibl. i), most of the 
books mentioned below contain bibliographies.] 

A. General Histories of the Period. 

Gerdes, H. Geschichte des deutschen Volkes und seiner Kultur im Mittelalter. 
Vol. u. Leipsic. 1898. 
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Giesebrecht, W. von. Geschichte der deutschen Kaiserzeit. Vol. hi. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
Harnpe, II. Deutsche Kaisergeschichte in der Zeit der Salier uud Staufer. 5th edn. 
See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Lamprecht, K. Deutsche Geschichte. Vol. u. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Manitius, M. Deutsche Geschichte unter den saehsischen und salischen Kaisern 
(911-1125). Stuttgart. 1889. 

Meister, A. Grundriss der Geschichtswissensehaft. Vol. n. See Gen. Bibl. x. 

Meyer von Knonau, G. Jahrbucher des Deutschen Reiches unter Heinrich IV und 
Heinrich V. 7 vols. Leipsic. 1890-1909. [Valuable collection of all the evi- 
dence, and good bibliographies.] 

Nitzsch, K. W. Geschichte des deutschen Volkes. Ed. Matthai, G. Vol. n. Leipsic. 
1883. 

Richter, G. and Kohl, II. Annalen der deutschen Geschichte im Mittelalter. Vol. 
in, 2. Halle. 1898. 

Schafer, D. Deutsche Geschichte. Vol. i. Jena. 1910. 

B. Church History and Institutions. 

Bernheim, E. Politisehe Begriffe der Mittelalter im Lichte der Auschauungen 
Augustins. DZG. Neue Folge, i. 1896-7. 

— ■ Mittelalterliche Zeitanschauungen in ihrem Einfhiss auf Politik und Geschicht- 
sclireibung. Pt. i. Die Zeitanschauungen. Tubingen. 1918. 

Fournier, P. Les collections canoniques romaines de l’epoque de Gregoire VII. In 
Mem. AcadIBL. xli. Paris. 1918. 

Halpben, L. Etudes sur l’administration de Rome an moyen age (751-1252). (BHE.) 
Paris. 1907. 

Hauck, A. Kirchengeschichte Deutscblands. Vol. iii. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Hefele, C. J. Conciliengeschichte. French edn. by Leclereq, H. (Histoire des 
Conciles.) See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Hinschius, P. Das Kirehenrecht. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Imbart de la Tour, P. Les elections episcopales dans 1’eglise de France du ix e au 
xii° siecle. (Etude sur la decadence du principe electif, 814-1150.) Paris. 1891. 
Poole, R. L. Lectures on the history of the Papal Chancery down to the time of 
Innocent III. Cambridge. 1915. 

Saltet, L. Les ileordinatious: etude sur le sacrement de 1’ordre. Paris. 1907- 
Seliamagl, A. Der Begriff der Iuvestitur in den Quellen nach der Litteratur des 
Investiturstreits. (Kirchenrechtliche Abhandlungen. Ed. Stutz, U. No. 56.) 
Stuttgart. 1908. 

Schreiber, G. Kurie und Kloster im 12 Jahrhundert. 2 vols. (Kirchenrechtliche 
Abhandlungen. Ed. Stutz, U. Nos. 65-68.) Stuttgart. 1910. 

Stutz, U. Die Eigenkirche als Element des mittelalterlich-germauisehen Kircheu- 
rechts. Berlin. 1895. 

• Geschichte des kirchliohen Benefizialwescns his auf Alexander III. Vol. i. 

Berlin. 1895. 

Wermiiighoff, A. Geschichte der Kirehenverfassung Deutschlands im Mittelalter. 
Vol. i. Hanover and Leipsic. 1905. 

C. German History and Institutions. 

Below, G. von. Der deutsche Staat des Mittelalters. Vol. i. Die allgemeinen 
Fragen. Leipsic. 1914. 

Bretholz, B. Geschichte Bohmens und Mahrens bis zum Aussterbcn der Premysliden 
(1306). Munich and Leipsic. 1912. 

Brunner, H. Deutsche Rechtsgeschichte. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Grundzuge der deutschen Rechtsgeschichte. 7th edn. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
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Heusinger, B. Servitium regis in der deutschen Kaiserzeit. Berlin and Leipsic. 
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Inama-Sternegg, K. T. von. Deutsche Wirtschaftsgeschichte. Vol. n. Leipsic. 
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Peiser, G. Der deutsche Investiturstreit unter Konig Heinrich V bis zu dem papst- 
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Whitney, J. P. Gregory VII. EHR. Vol. xxxiv. 1919. [Excellent account of the 
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Pope Gregory VII and the Hildebrandiue ideal. CQR. lxx. 1910. 

On the Concordat of Worms: 

Bernheim, E. Zur Gescbichte des Wormser Konkordats. Gottingen.. 1878. 

— — Das Wormser Konkordat und seine Vorurkuuden hinsichtlich Entste- 
hung, Formulierung, llechtsgultigkeit. (Gierke’s Untersuchungen zur 
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Hofmeistex** A. Das Wormser Konkordat. Zum Streit um seine Bedeutung. 
(Fors-h ungen und Versuche zur Geschichte des Mittelalters und der 
Neuzeit. Festschrift Dietrich Schafer zum 70 Geburtstag dargebracht 
von seinen Schtilern* iv.) Jena. 1915. 

Rudorff* H. Zur Evklarnng des W ormser Konkordats. (Zeumer’s Queilen und 
Studien zur Verfassungsgeschiehte des Deutschen Reiches in Mittelalter 
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Preuss. Akad. d. Wisseuschaften. Phil. -hist. Kl. I. Berlin. 1905. 


Addenda. 

The three following articles appeared too late for inclusion above or to be made 
use of in the text: 

Caspar* E. Gregor VII in seinen Briefen. HZ. 3rd ser. Vol. xxxiv, 1924. 
Danckelman* E. von. Dei 1 kriegerische Geist in den rheinischen Bischofsstadten und 
die Ministerialitat zu Zeiteii Heinrichs IV. In Viert. £ Sozial- und Wirtschafts- 
/ geschichte. Vol. xvni, Leipsic. 1924. 

Stephenson* C. La taille dans les villesd’Allemague. MA. 2nd ser. Vol. xxvi. 1924. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


THE NORMANS IN SOUTH ITALY AND SICILY. 

I. SPECIAL BIBLIOGRAPHIES. 

Chalandon, F. Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicile. Vol. i. 
pp. xeiii sqq. See below, in (1). 

Paeto w, L. J. Guide to the study of Medieval History, pp. 197-200. See Gen. Ribl. x. 

Of. also Capasso, B. Le fonti della storia delle provincie napolitane. See Gen. 
Bibl'. i. 

II. SOURCES. 

A. Narrative Sources. 

(1) Latin and French. 

AimAof Monte Cassino. L’ystoire de li Normant. Ed. Delave, O. Rouen. 1892. 
Alexander Telesinus abbas. Libri iv de rebus gestis Rogerii Siciliae regis (1 127- 
35). Ed. Del Re, G. in Cronisti e serittori sincroui napoletani. Vol. i. Domi- 
nazione normanna riel Regno di Puglia edi Sicilia. Naples. 1845. pp. 85-148. 
Annales Barenses. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, v. pp. 51 sqq. 

Annales Beneveutani. BISI. 42 (1923). pp. 101-59. Also in MGH. Script, in. 
pp. 173 sqq. 

Annales Casineuses. MGH. Script, xix. pp. 305 sqq. 

Annales Cavenses. Ibid, in- pp. 185 sqq. 

Annales Ceccauenses. Ibid. xix. pp. 276 sqq. 

Anonymi Vatican! Historia sicula. RR.II.SS. 1st edn. Vol. vm. pp. 745sqq. 
Anonymus Barensis, Ibid. Vol. v. pp. 147 sqq. 

Chronicon Amalfi tanum. Ed. Muratori, L. A. in Antiquitates Italieae. Vol. i. 
pp. 207 sqq. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Chronicon Casauriense. RR.II.SS. 1st edn. Vol. ii, pt. 2. pp. 775 sqq. 

Chronicon S. Rartholomaei de Carpineto. Ed. Ughelli, F. in Italia sacra. 2nd edn. 

Vol. x. pp. 349 sqq. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 

Chronicon Vulturnense. RR.II.SS. 1st edn. Vol. i, pt. 2. pp. 325 sqq. 

Falcandus, Hugo. Historia de rebus gestis in Siciliae regno. Ed Siragusa, G. B. 
as La Historia o liber de regno Sieilie e la epistola ad Petrum Panormitane 
ecclesie thesaurarium. (Fonti.) Rome. 1897. 

Falco Beneveutanus. Chronicon. Ed Del Re, G. in Cronisti e serittori sincroni 
napoletani. Vol. i. Dominazione normanna (see above), pp. 253 sqq. 

Gaufredus Malaterra. Historia sicula. RR.II.SS. 1st edn. vol. v. pp. 547 sqq, 
Guillermus Apuliensis. Gesta Robert! Wiscardi. Ed. Wilmans, 11. MGH. Script, 
ix. pp. 239 sqq. 

Iguoti inonachi Cisterciensis S. Mariae de Ferraria chronica. Ed. Gaudenzi, A. 

(Soc. napol. di storia patria. Mon. stor., Ser. i. Cronache. ) Naples. 1888. 

Leo Marsicaiius (Diaconus). Chronica monasterii Casinensis. Ed. Wattenbach, W. 
MGH. Script, vir. pp. 574 sqq. 

Lupus Protospatari us. Chronicon. Ed. Pertz, G. H. MGH. Script, v. pp. 52 sqq. 
Peter of Eboli. Carmen de rebus siculis. Ed. Rota, E. RR.II.SS. New edn. 
Vol. xxxi, pt. I. 1904-10. 

Peter the Deacon. (Continuator of Leo Mavsicanus from book in, ch. xxxv. ) 

Chronica. Ed. Wattenbach, W. MGH. Script, vri. pp. 727 sqq. 
llomuahl of Salerno. Chronicon sive annales. Ed. Arndt, W. MGH. Script, xix. 
pp. 398 sqq. Also ed. Garufi, C. A. RR.II.SS. New edn. Vol. vir, pt. 1. 1914ff., 
in progress. 
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(2) Greek. 

Choniates, Nicetas (Acominatus). Historia. Ed Bek leer, I. CSHB, 1835. 
Cinnamus, John. ’Eiriropj. Ed. Meineke, A. CSHB. 1836. 

Comnena, Anna. ’AXe£tus. Ed. Reiffersclieid, A. 2 vols. (Teubtier. ) Leipsic. 
2884. 

Eustathius. De Thessalonica a Latinis capta anno 1185 liber. Ed. Bekker, I. 
CSHB. 1842. 

Scylitzes, John. A part of his chronicle is inserted in that of Cedrenus. The second 
part of liis work is edited by Bekker, L, at the end of the work of Cedrenus. 
2 vols. CSHB. 1838-9. 

Zonaras, John. ’Ewcro/i;; io-ropiav. Vol. nr. Ed. Buttnor-Wobst, T. CSHB. 1897. 

(3) Arabic. 

The extracts from Arabic works which concern the history of the Normans in 
Italy are collected and translated into Italian by Amari, M. in Biblioteca Arabo- 
Sicula, vers. ital. 2 vols. and App. 8vo edu. Turin, Florence, and Home. 1880, 89. 

B. Documents. 
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THE EFFECTS OF THE CRUSADES UPON 
WESTERN EUROPE. 
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Historia Monasterii de Abingdon, Ed. Stevenson, J. 2 vols. 1858. 

Sarum Charters and Documents. Ed. Macray, W. D. 1891. 

Cartularium Monasterii de Rameseia. Ed. Hart, W. H. and Lyons, P. A. 3 vols. 

1884-93. 

Historia et Cartularium Monasterii Sancti Petri Gloucestriae. Ed. Hart, W. H. 

3 vols. 1863-7. 

Registrum Malmesburiense. Ed. Brewer, J. S. 2 vols. 1874, 80. 
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Among other important cartularies of which a complete Latin text has been 
printed may be mentioned : 

Cartularium Monasterii Sancte Johannis Baptiste de Colecestria. Ed. Moore,, S. A. 

2 vols. (Roxburghe Club.) London. 1897- 
Cartulary of Chester Abbey. Ed. Tait, J. 2 vols. (Chetham Soc.) Manchester, 
1920, 28. 

Eynsham Cartulary. Ed. Salter, H. E. 2 vols. (Oxford Hist. Soc.) Oxford. 1907-8. 
Landboc sive Registrum Monasterii beatae Mariae virginis et sancti Cenelnii de 
Winchelcumba. Ed. Royce, D. 2 vols. Exeter. 1892, 1903. 

Coucher Book of Selby. Ed. Fowler, .J. T. 2 vols. (Yorks. Archaeol. and Topog. 

Assoc., Record Series. Vols. x and xm.) Durham. 1891, 98. 

Cartulary of St John of Pontefract. Ed. Holmes, R. 2 vols, {Ibid. Vols. xxv and 
xxx.) Leeds. 1899, 1902. 

Register of the priory of W etheral. Ed. Prescott, J. E. (Cumberland and West- 
morland Antiq. and Archaeol. Soc.) London. 1897. 

D. Letters. 

Alexander III. Romani pontificis opera omnia, id est epistolae etprivilegia. MPL. cc. 
Arnulfi Lexoviensis episcopi Epistolae. Ed. Giles, J. A. (Patres eccl. Angl.) Oxford. 
1844. Also in MPL. cci. 

Gilleberti episcopi primum Herefordiensis deinde Londoniensis Epistolae. Ed. 

Giles, J. A. 2 vols. (Patres eccl. Angl.) Oxford. 1845, Also in MPL. cxc, 
Ilerberti de Boseham S. Thomae Cantuariensis clerici a secretis opera omnia. Ed. 

Giles, J. A. 2 vols. (Patres eccl. Angl.) Oxford. 1845-6. Also in MPL. cxc. 
Joannis Saresberiensis opera omnia. Ed. Giles, J. A. 5 vols. (Patres eccl. Angl.) 

Oxford. 1848. [Vols. i and n contain letters.] Also in MPL. cxcrx. 

Letters to and by Becket or relating to him. In Materials for the history of Thomas 
Becket. Ed. Robertson, J. C. Vols. v-vii. (Rolls.) 1875-85. 

E. Occasional Literature. 

Map, Walter. De Nugis Curialium. Bestedn. James, M. R. (Anecdota Oxoniensia, 
Mediaeval Series, xiv.) Oxford. 1914. First, and badly, ed. by Wright, T. 
(Camden Soc.) London. 1850. [Interesting small talk of the court of Henry II.] 
Tilbury, Gervase of. Otia Imperialia. Ed, Leibnitz, G. G. in Scriptores Rerum 
Brunsvicensium. 2 vols. Hanover. 1707, 10. Extracts: ed. Stevenson, J. in 
Radulphi de Coggeshall Chronicon. pp. 419-49. (Rolls.) 1875. 


F. Political Theory. 

Joannis Saresberiensis opera omnia. Ed. Giles, J. A. 5 vols. (Patres eccl. Angl.) 
Oxford. 1848. [Vols. hi and iv. Polycraticus sive. de Nugis Curialium et 
vestigiis philosophorum. Vol. v. Opuscula ; Metalogicus, etc.] Also in MPL. 


G. Narrative Sources. ; 

(i) England. 

Agnellus, Thomas. De morte et sepulture Henrici regis junioris. Ed. Stevenson, J. 

in Radulphi de Coggeshall Chronicon Anglican um. pp. 208-78. (Rolls*) 1875. 
Annales de Margan. Ed. Luard, H. R. in Annales Monastici. Vol. i. pp. 1-40. 

(Rolls.) 1864. _ . 

Annales Monasterii de Waverleia. Ed. Luard, H. R. Ibid. Vol. ii. pp. 127-411. 

1865, ; 

Benedict of Peterborough. Gesta regis Henrici secundi. Ed. Stubbs, W. 2 vols. 
(Rolls.) 1867. [A most valuable chronicle from 1172, with almost the character 
of an official narrative.] 

Canterbury, Gervase of. Ed. Stubbs, W. 2 vols. (Rolls.) 1879-80. [Vol. i is valuable 
for a summary of the Becket controversy, derived largely from the archbishop s 
biographers, but containing some original matter.] 

a . MEJ>. H. VOL. > 57 


898 


England: Henry II 


Chronicon Anglo-Scoticum. Ed. Bouterwek, C. W. Elberfeld. 1803. Also ed. 
Pitcairn, R. as Chronicon coenobii Sanctae Crucis Edinburgensis. (Bannatyne 
Club.) Edinburgh. 1828. . . 

Chronicon nionasterii de Bello. Ed. Brewer, J. S. (Anglia Christiana Soc.) London. 
1840. [Of. Davis, H. W. C. The Chronicle of Battle Abbey. EHlt. xxxx 
(1914). 426-34] . . „ 0 . 

Continuatio Beecensis. Ed. Howlett, R. in Chronicles of the reigns of Stephen, 
Henry II, etc. Vol. iv. pp. 317-27. (Rolls.) 1889. „ 

Dieeto, Radulfi de. Opera Historica. Ed. Stubbs, W . 2 vols. (Rolls.) 1876. [Less 
valuable for the reign of Henry II than for that of Richard L] 

Fantosme, Jordan. Chronique de la guerre entre les Anglois et les Ecossois en 1173 
et 1174. Ed. Hewlett, R. in Chronicles of the reigns of Stephen, Henry II, etc. 
Yol. nr. pp. 202-377. (Rolls.) 1886. 

Giraldus Cambrensis. Opei'a. Ed. Brewer, J. S., Dimoek, J. F., and Warner, G. 1. 
8 vols. (Rolls.) 1861-91. 

Hoveden, or Howden, Roger of. Chronica Rogeri de Houedene. Ed. Stubbs, W. 
4 vols. (Rolls.) 1868-71. 

Newburgh, William of. Historia Rerum Anglicarum. Ed. Howlett, R. in Chronicles 
of the i*eigus of Stephen, Henry II, etc. Vol. i. pp. 1-408. Vol. xi. pp. 409- 
583. (Rolls.) 1884-5. 

Niger, Radulfus. Radulphi Nigri Chronica. Ed. Anstruther, R, (Caxton Soc.) 
London. 1851. 

Rouen, Etienne de. Stephani Rothomagensis monachi Beecensis poema cui titulus 
es Draco Nor mannicus.” Ed. Howlett, R. in Chronicles of the reigns of Stephen, 
Henry II, etc. Vol. ix. pp. 585-781. (Rolls.) 1885. 

Torigni, Robert de, alias Robert de Monte. Chronique. Ed. Delisle, L. 2 vols. 
(Soc. de rHist. de Normandie.) Rouen. 1872-3. Also ed. Howlett, R. in 
Chronicles of the reigns of Stephen, Henry II, etc. Vol. iv. pp. 3-315. (Rolls.) 
1889. 


(ii) Ireland. 

Annales Hiberniae, 1162-1370. Ed. Gilbert, J. T. Chartularies of St Mary’s Abbey, 
Dublin. Vol. ii. pp. 303-98. (Rolls.) 1884. 

Annals of the kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, from the earliest period to 
1616. Irish text with transl. Ed. O’Donovan, J. 7 vols. Dublin. 1851. 
Annals of Ulster. Irish text with transl. Ed. Hennessy, W. M. and MaeCarthy, B. 
Dublin. Vols. i and ij. 1887 ff- 

Giraldus Cambrensis. Topographia Hiberniea. In Opera. Ed. Brewer, J. S., 
Dimock, J. F,, etc. Vol. v. pp. 1-204. (Rolls.) 1867. 

— Expugnatio Hibemica. Ibid. pp. 205-411. 

Song of Dermot and the Earl. Ed. Orpen, G. H. Oxford. 1892. 


(iii) Wales. 

Annales Cambriae. Ed. Williams ab Ithel, J. (Rolls.) 1860. 

Giraldus Cambrensis. Itinerarium Cambriae. In Opera. Vol. vi. pp. 1-152. (Rolls.) 
1868. 

Descriptio Cambriae. Ibid. pp. 153-227. 


(iv) Bechet. 

Materials for the history of Thomas Becket. Ed. Robertson, J. C. 7 vols. (Rolls.) 
1875-85. 

Vol. i. Vita S. Thomae auctore Willelmo mouacho Cantuarieusi. 

Vol. ii. Lives by Benedict of Peterborough, John of Salisbury, Alan of 
Tewkesbury, and Edward Grim. 

Vol. iii. Lives by William Fitz Stephen and Herbert of Bosliam. 

Vol. xv. Two contemporary anonymous lives. 

Vols. v-vix. Letters. See above, ii i>. 

Thomas Saga Erkibyskups. Ed. Magnusson, E. 2 vols. (Rolls.) 1875, 88. 

Vie de St Thomas. Par Gamier de Pont-Sainte-Maxence. Ed. Hippeau, C. Paris. 
1859. 11 
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III. MODERN WRITERS. 

A. General Narrative. 

(i) England. 

Adams, G. B. History of England, 1066-1216. (Political History of England. Ed. 

Hunt, W. and Poole, R. L. Vol. n.) London. 1905. 

Davis, H. W. C. England under the Normans and Augevins. (History of England. 

Ed. Oman, C. W. C. Vol. n.) London. 1905. 4th edn. 1915. 

Green, Mrs J. R. Henry II. London. 1888. Repr. London. 1903. 

Lyttelton, G. The history of the life of Henry II. 3rd edn. 4 vols. London. 1769-71. 
Norgate, K. England under the Angevin kings. 2 vols. London. 1887. 

Ramsay, Sir J. H. The Angevin Empire. London. 1903. 

Salzmann, L. F. Henry II. London. 1914. 

(ii) Ireland. 

Orpen, G. H. Ireland under the Normans. Vols. i, ii. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

(iii) Wales. 

Lloyd, J. E. History of Wales. See Gen. Bibl. v. 


B. Studies on Special Subjects. 

(i) Administration. 

Delisle, L. Memoire sur la chronologie des Chartes de Henri II. BEC. lxvii (1906). 
361-401. 

Notes sur les Chartes originales de Henri II. Ibid, lxviii (1907). 272-314. 

Fowler, G. H. Henry FitzHenry at Woodstock. EHR. xxxix (1924). 240-1. 

Hall, H. Introduction to the study of the Pipe Rolls. (Pipe Roll Soc. Vol. iii.) 
London. 1884. 

Lunt, W. E, The text of the Ordinance of 1184 concerning an aid for the Holy 
Land. EHR. xxxvn (1922). 235-42. 

Maitland, F. W. The Constitutional History of England. Cambridge. 1908. 

Henry II and the criminous clerks. See below (iv). 

Parow, W. Compotus Vicccomitis. Berlin. 1906. 

Pollock, F. and Maitland, F. W. The history of English Law before the time of 
Edward I. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Poole, R. L. The dates of Henry II’s Charters. EHR. xxii (1908). 79-83. 

— — The publication of Great Charters by English Kings. EHR. xxvm (1913). 
444-53. 

Round, J. H. The chronology of Henry II’s Charters. In Archeol. Journ. lxiv 
(1907). 63-79. London. 

— — The dating of the early Pipe Rolls. EHR. xxxvi (1921). 321-33. 

— — The introduction of Knight service into England. In Feudal England. London. 
1895. Repr. 1909. 

The alleged debate on Danegeld in 1163. Twelfth Century Notes, IV. EHR. v 

(1890). 750-3. 

The Inquest of Sheriffs. In The Commune of London and other studies. 

London. 1899. 

Geoffrey de Mandoville. London. 1892. 

-—- The King’s serjeants and officers of state, with their coronation services. 
London. 1911. 

A Charter of William, Earl of Essex (1170). EHR. vi (1891). 364-7. 

The Saladin Tithe. EHR. xxxi (1916). 447-50. 

Stenton, F. M. An early Inquest relating to St Peter’s, Derby, EHR. xxxn (1917). 
47-8. 

Stephenson, C. The aids of the English Boroughs. EHR. xxxiv (1919). 457-75. 

57—2 
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Stubbs, W. The Constitutional History of England. See Gen . Bibl. v. 

Turner, G. J. The Exchequer at W estminster. EHR. xix (1904). 286-8. 

(ii) Law. 

Pollock, F. and Maitland, F. W. The history of English Law before the time of 
Edward I. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Round, J. H. The date of the Grand Assize. EHR. xxxi (1916). 268-9. 

The earliest Fines. EHR. xii (1897). 293-802. 

Salzmann, L. F. Early Fines. EUR. xxv (1910). 708-10. 

Steuton, Doris M. The Lincoln Assize Rolls of the reign of John. Lincoln Record 
Hoc. Vol. xxir. 1925. Introduction, pp. xviii-lxxix, [connects Glanville with 
the procedure revealed in the earliest Assize Rolls.] 

(iii) Society. 

Farrer, W. Honors and Knights’ Fees. London; and Manchester. 1923 ff., in 
progress. 

Gross, C. The Gild Merchant. 2 vols. Oxford, 1890. 

Lapsley, G. T. The Flemings in Eastern England in the reign of Henry II. EHR. 
xxi (1906). 509-13. 

Some Castle Officers in the twelfth century. EHR. xxxm (1918). 348-59. 

Round, J. H. The staff of a castle in the twelfth century. EHR. xxxv (1920). 90-7. 
Castle Watchmen. Ibid. 400-1. 

— — • The knight service of Malmesbury Abbey. EHR. xxxii (1017). 249-52. 
Stenton, F. M. Documents illustrative of the social and economic history of the 
Danelaw. (British Academy.) London. 1920. Introduction, pp. xiii-cxxxvii. 
Sokemen and the Village Waste. EHR. xxvi (1911). 03-7. 

(iv) Bechet. 

Abbott, E. A. St Thomas of Canterbury; his death and miracles. 2 vols. London. 
1898. 

Darboy, G. St Thomas Becket: sa vie et ses lettres. 2 vols. Paris. 1878. 

L’Huiller, A. Saint Thomas de Cantorbery. 2 vols. Paris, etc. 1891-2. 

Maitland, F. W. Henry II and the criminous clerks. EHR, vn (1892). 224-34. 
Repr. in Roman Canon Law in the Church of England. London. 1898; and 
Collected Papers. Vol. n. Cambridge. 1911. 

Morris, J. The Life and Martyrdom of St Thomas Becket. London. 1859. 2nd edn. 
1885. 

Radford, L. B. Thomas of London before his consecration. Cambridge. 1894. 
Robertson, J. C. Becket. London. 1859. 

Round, J. H. The alleged debate on Danegeld in 1163. Twelfth Century Notes, IV. 
EHR. v (1890). 750-3. 

(v) Miscellaneous . 

Eyton, R. W. Court, Household, and Itinerary of Henry II. London. 1878. 
Haskins, C. H. England and Sicily in the twelfth century. EHR. xxvi (1912). 
433-47 and 641-65. 

Norgate, K. The Bull Laudabiliter. EHR. vm (1893). 18-52. 

Powicke, F. M. Ailred of Rievaulx. In Bulletin of the John Rylands Library. 

Vol. vi, pp. 310-51, 452-521. 

Maurice of Rievaulx. EHR. xxxvi (1921). 17-29. 

Round, J. H. The Conquest of Ireland. In The Commune of London and other 
studies. London. 1899. 

Salter, H. E. The death of Henry of Winchester. EHR. xxxvir (1922). 79-80. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 


FRANCE : LOUIS VI AND LOUIS VII. 

I. SPECIAL BIBLIOGRAPHY. 

Halphen, L. La France sous les premiers Capetiens (987-1226). RSH. Vol. xiv 
(1907). pp. 6*2-88. 

II. ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS. 

1. The Acta of Louis VI and Louis VII, catalogued in the two following works : 

Luchaire, A. Louis VI le Gros. Annales de sa vie et de son regne (1081-1137), 
avec^une introduction historique. Paris. 1890. 

Etudes sur les actesde Louis VII. Paris. 1885. [Additions and corrections 

in Halphen, L. Observations sur la chronologic des actes de Louis VII. RH. 
Vol. cvm (1911). pp. 55-8.] 

The charters of these two kings are to appear in the Charles et Diploines, AcadIBL, 

2. Delisle, L. and Berger, E. Recueil des actes de Henri II, roi d’Angleterre et due 

de Normandie, concernant les provinces francaises et les affaires de France. 

4 vols. and atlas. (Charles et diplomes, AcadIBL.) Paris. 1909 ff., in progress. 

3. Contemporary correspondence, of which some is to be found in Bouquet, vols. 

xix sqq. ; and in Materials for the history of Thomas Becket. Ed. Robertson, 
JVC. and Sheppard, J.B. Vols. vi, vii. (Rolls.) 1882, 85, 

III. NARRATIVE AUTHORITIES. 

The principal authorities are named in the following work : 

Molinier, A. Les sources de l’histoire de France des origines aux guerres d’ltalie. 
(See Gen. Bibl. iv.) Vol. ii. 1902. pp. 181-91, et passim. 

Of special importance (in addition to the authorities given above in the Bibliographies 
of chapters xv-xvi and xvn for the history of England during the same period) 
are the following : 

Chronique de Morigny (1095-1152). Ed. Mirot, L. (Coll, textes.) Paris. 1909. 
Halbert de Bruges. Histoire du meurtre de Charles le Bon, comte de Flaudre 
(1127-8). Ed. Pirenne, H. (Coll, textes.) Paris. 1891. 

Gautier de Therouanne. Vita Karoli comitis Flandriae. Ed. Kopke, R. MGH. 
Script. Vol. xii. pp. 537 sqq. 

Guibert de Nogent. De vita sua monodiarum libri tres. Ed. Bourgin, G. (Coll, 
textes.) Paris. 1907. [A new edn., with French transl., by Halphen, L. will 
appear in Class, hist] 

Guillaume. Vita Sugerii abhatis. Ed. Lecoy de la Marche, A. in Oeuvres completes 
de Sugei*. (SHF.) Paris. 1867. 

OrdericuB Vitalis. Historia ecclesiastica. Ed. Le Prevost, A. (and Delisle, L.). 

5 vols. (SHF.) Paris. 1838-55. [A new edn., with French transl., by Omont, 
H. will appear in Class, hist] 

Robert de Torigny. Appendix ad Sigebertum. Ed. Delisle, L. 2 vols. Paris. 1872-3. 
Also ed. Howlett, R. in Chronicles of.. .Stephen, Henry II, and Richard L Vol, 
iv. (Rolls.) 1889. 

Suger. Gesta Ludovici regis cognomento Grossi. Ed. Molinier, A. (Coll, textes.) 
Paris. 1887. [A new edu. of this and the following, with French transl., by 
Waquet, H. will appear in Class, hist.] 

Historia gloriosi regis Ludovici (VII). Ed. Molinier, A. (with the preceding). 

[This is only partly the work of Suger.] 
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IV. MODERN WORKS. 

See the Bibliographies of chapters xv-xvi and xvii for the history of England at the 
same period. The following works are specially important : 

(a) General Works. 

Cartellieri, A. Philipp II August, Konig von Frankreich. Vol. x (1165-89). Leipsic. 
1899-1900. 

Hirsch, R. Studien zur Geschickte Konig Ludwigs VII von Frankreich (1119-60). 
Leipsic. 1892. 

Luchaire, A. Les premiers Capetiens (987-1137). (In Lavisse, E. Histoire de France. 
ii 3 2. 1901. See Gen. Bibl. v.) 

Louis VII, Ph il ippe-A uguste, Louis VIII (1137-1226). (Ibid. m, 1. 1902.) 

Louis VI le Gros. Annales de sa vie et de son regne (1081-1137);, avec une 

introduction historique. Paris. 1890. 

Histoire des institutions monarchiques de la France sous les premiers Cape'tieus 

(987-1180). 2nd edn. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Manuel des institutions francaises. Periode des Capetiens directs. See Gen. 

Bibl. v. 

Thompson, J. W. The development of the French Monarchy under Louis VI le Gros 
(1108-37). Chicago. 1895. 

(b) Special Works. 

Arbois de Jubainville, II. d\ Histoire des dues et des comtes de Champagne. 7 vols. 
Paris. 1859-66. 

Cartellieri, 0. Abt Suger von Saint-Denis, 1081-1151. Berlin. 1898. 

Halphen, L. Les entrevues des rois Louis VII et Henri II durant Pexil de Thomas 
Becket eh France. In Melanges d’histoire offerts a M. Charles Bemout, Paris. 
1913. pp. 151-62. 

Hodgson, C. E. Jung Heinrich, Konig von England, Sohn Konig Heinrichs II, 
1155-83. Jena. 1906. 

Johnen, J. Philipp von Elsass, Graf von Flandern 1157-91. (Extrait des Bulletins 
de la Commission royale d’histoire de Belgique. Vol. lxxix.) Brussels. 1910. 
Perrichet, L. La grande chancellerie de France des origines a 1328. Paris. 1912. 
Reiclxel, H. Die Ereignisse an der Saone im August und September des Jahres 1162. 
Halle. 1908. 

Reuter, H. Geschichte Alexanders des Dritten und der Kivche seiner Zeit. 3 vols. 
Leipsic. 1860-4. 

Vacandard, E. Vie de Saint Bernard, abbe de Clairvaux. 4th edn. 2 vols. Paris. 
1910. 
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THE COMMUNAL MOVEMENT, ESPECIALLY IN FRANCE. 

I. SPECIAL BIBLIOGRAPHIES. 

Bourgin, G. La Commune de Soissons et le groupe communal Soissonnais. Paris. 

1908. [Very full bibliography for French municipal history.] 

EncBr. 11th edn. Article : Communes (by Keutgen, F. W. E.). [Short critical 
bibliography.] 

Gross, C. Bibliography of British Municipal History. (Harvard Hist. Studies.) 
New York. 1897. 

Lavisse, E. and Rambaud, A. Ilistoire generale. Vol. ix. pp. 476-9. Biblio- 
graphy to Ch. vm (by Giiy, A. and Reville, A.). See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Pirenne, H. Bibliographie de l’histoire de Belgique. See Gen. Bibl. i. 

Schroder, R. Lehrbucn der deutsclien Rechtsgeschichte. 5th edn. Leipsic. 1907. 

§§ 51 and 56. [Full bibliography for German municipal history.] 

Stein, H. Bibliographie generale des Cartulaires Fran^ais ou relatifs a l’histoire 
de France. Paris. 1907. [Both published and unpublished cartularies.] 

(Several of the books below contain either bibliographies or bibliographical 
notes.) 

II. MSS. SOURCES. 

The amount of published material has rendered recourse to unprinted documents 
very little necessary. A certain number of charters to bastides in the south-west of 
France have been studied in the Departmental Archives of the Gironde at Bordeaux 
and of the Basses Pyrenees at Pau. Information as to the rural communities of the 
Pyrenees is to be found scattered in various documents still unpublished, contained 
in these same Archives, especially at Pau, under the heading E, and in the Cartu- 
laire de la Vallee d’Ossau, AA. 1. For fuller information, see the excellent 
Inventories of M. Paul Raymond for the Archives Departementales des Basses 
Pyrenees. . ... 


III. PRINTED SOURCES: COLLECTIONS OF DOCUMENTS. 

(A great many documents are printed in most of the works given below in iv.) 
Abbadie, F. Le Livre Noir et les etablissemeuts de Dax. (Soc. des Archives hist. 

de la Gironde. Vol. xxxvn.) Bordeaux. 1902. 

Alavt, J. B. Cartulaire Roussillonnais. Perpignan. 1880. 

C'hartes de Villefranche-de-Conflent. Lectoure. 1852. 

Privileges de Roussillon et de Cerdagne. Perpignan. 1874. 

Archives de la ville de Bayonne. Livre des Etablissements. Bayonne. 1892. 
Archives Municipales de Bordeaux. Vol. x. Livre des Bouillons. Vol. ix. Livre 
de Privileges. Vol. v. Livre des Coutumes. Bordeaux. 1867-90. 

Baillaud, E. and Verlaguet, P. A. Coutumes et privileges du Rouergue. 2 vols. 
Toulouse. 1910. 

Beaumauoir, Philippe de Remi, Sire de. Coutumes de Beauvaisis. Ed. Salmon, A. 

(Coll, texfces.) 2 vols. Paris. 1899, 1900. 

Be'mont, C. Le Coutumier de File d’Oldron. Paris. 1919. 

Blade, G. F. Coutumes du Gers. Paris. 1864, 

Bounin, T. Cartulaire de Louviers. 2 vols. Evi-eux. 1870, 83. 
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Bouthors, J. L. A. Coutumes locales du bailliage d’ Amiens. (Mem. de la Soc. des 
Antiquaires de Picardie. Documents inedits concernant la province.) 2 vols. 


Amiens. 1845. 

Brassard, J. P. and Jarriu, C. Cartulaire de Bourg-en-Bresse. Bourg. 1882. 

Cabie, E. Chartes et coutumes de la Gascogne Toulousaine, (Archives liistoriques 
de la Gascogne. Vol. v.) Paris and Audi. 1884. 

Constaus, L. Livre de l’epervier. Montpellier. 1882. [A cartulary concerning 
Montpellier.] 

Gamier, Joseph. Chartes Bourguignounes. In Mem. AcadIBL. 2nd ser. ir. (1849.) 

1-68. 

Chartes de Communes en Bourgogne. 3 vols. Dijon. 1877- 

Giry, A. Relations de la royaute avec les villes. Paris. 1885. [Documents from 
1180-1314.] 

Imbart de la Tour, P. Les Coutumes de la Reole. Bordeaux. 1893. 

Isnard, M. Z. Cartulaire municipal de Mauosque. Paris. 1894. 

Lemaire, E. and Bouehot, H. Livre Rouge de Saint-Quentin. Saint-Quentin. 1881. 

Lemaire, E. and Giry, A. Archives de Saint-Quentin. Saint-Quentin. 1888. 

Lliomel, G. de. Cartulaire de Montreuil-sur-Mer. Abbeville. 1904. 

Collection de documents. Abbeville. 1908. 

Magen, A. and Tholin, G. Archives riiunicipales d’Agen. Villeneuve-sur-Lot. 1876. 

Mahul, M. Cartulaire de Carcassonne. 6 vols. Paris. 1857-82. 

Marque, M. Cartulaire d’Oloron. Pau. 1900. 

Marty, 6. Cartulaire de Rabastens. AIM. 1902. 

Mouynes, G. Inventaire des Archives Conimunales de Narboime. 5 vols. Paris. 
1871-7. 

Prou, M. Les Coutumes de Lorris, NRDF. 1884. 

Quantin, M. Cartulaire ge'neral de l’Yonne. (Socie'te des Sciences liistoriques et 
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CHAPTER XX. 

THE MONASTIC ORDERS. 
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...habitus, etc., expressi.] Frankfort-on-Main. 1585. 
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1869-78. Ital. transl. Carraresi, A. 5 vols. Siena. 1894 IF. 

Morigi, P. Historia dell’ origine di tutte le religioni. Venice. 1569. (French 
transl. Lourdereau, J. Paris. 1578.) New edn. Venice. 1581. 

Workman, H. B. The evolution of the monastic ideal from the earliest times to the 
coming of the friars. London. 1913. 

Zockler, O. Askese u. Monchtum. 2 vols, Frankfort-on-Main. 1897. 

III. EUROPEAN COUNTRIES: GENERAL. 

(a) Great Britain and Ireland. 

Alemand, L. A. Histoire monastique d’lrlande. Paris. 1690, English transl. 
Meres, W. London. 1722. 

Arehdall, M. Monasticon Hibernicum. Dublin. 1786. 2nd edn. Moran, P. F. 
Dublin. 1878. 

Burton, J. Monasticon Eboracense. York. 1753. 

Dugdale, W. [and Dods worth, R.]. Monasticon Anglicanum. See Gen. Bikl, iv. 
Fosbrooke, T. D. British monachism. 2 vols. London. 1802. 3rd edn. 1 vol. 
London. 1843. 

Gasquet, F. A. English monastic life. London. 1904, 

Graham, R. Essay on English monasteries (Historical Assoc. Leaflet 32), London. 
1913. 

Jessopp, A. ed. Visitations of the diocese of Norwich 1492-1532. (Camden Soc. 

n.s. xLixr.) London. 1888. 

Moran, P. F. See above, Arehdall, M. 

Nasmith) J. See below, Tanner, T. 

Oliver, G. Monasticon dioecesis Exoniensis. Exeter. 1846. 

Tanner, T. Notitia Monastica. London. 1744. Reprinted with addns. by Nasmith, 
J. Cambridge. 1787. 

Taylor, R. Index Monasticus, or the abbeys, etc., formerly established in the diocese 
of Norwich and the ancient kingdom of East Anglia. London, 1821, 

Thompson, A. Hamilton. English monasteries. 2nd edn. Cambridge. 1922. 

ed. Visitations of religious houses in the diocese of Lincoln. Vols. i, ix. 

(Lincoln Record Soc. vn, xiv.) Horncastle. 1914, 18. {Also issued by Canter- 
bury and York Soc. xvxi, xxxv. London. 1915, 19.) 

Walcott, M. E. C. Church work and life in English minsters. 2 vols. London. 
1879. 

Scoti-monasticon. London. 1874. 

Willis, Browne. An history of the mitred parliamentary abbeys. 2 vols. London. 
1718-19. 

(6) France. 

Albanes, J. H. See below, Gallia Christiana. 

Beaunier, Dom. Recueil historique, etc., des arehevechez, evechez, abbayes, ct 
prieurez de France. 2 vols. Paris. 1726. 3rd edn. 1743. 

and Besse, J. Les archives de la Finance monastique. Vol. i. Paris. 1905 ff. 

Bonnin, T. ed. Regestum visitationum archiepiseopi Rothoxnagensis. Rouen. 
1852. 

Bourasse, J. J. Abbayes et monasteres de France. Tours. 1900, 

Denifle, H. La Desolation des e'glises, monasteres, et liopitaux en France pendant 
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Edouard [Biron, A.]. Fontevrault et ses monuments. 2 vols. Paris. 1874-5. 
Ganot, S. La vie de Robert d'Arbrissel. La Fleehe. 1648. 

Gaufridus Grossus. Vita b. Bernardi de Tironio. MPL. cx.xxii. 

La Mainferme, J. de. Clypeus nascentis Fontebraldensis ordinis. 3 vols. Paris. 
1684. 

Nicquet, H. Histoire de l’oi*dre de Font-Evraud. Paris. 1642. 

Pavilion, B. Vie du bienh, Robert d’Arbrissel. Saumur. 1667. 

(f) Miscellaneous Orders op Monks, 

[Becquet, A.] Gallicae Coelestinorum congregationis... monasterioruin fundationes, 

: Paris. 1719. 

Belforti, M. A. Olironologia brevis coenobiorum, etc. congregationis Montis Oliveti. 
Milan. 1720. 

Constitutiones fratrum Coelestinorum. Paris. 1590 and 1670. 

Constitutiones ordinis Olivetani. Venice. 1541. Rome. 1573 and 1602. 
Constitutioni della congregatione di S. Benedetto di Montefano, bora detta di 
monachi Silvestrini. Camerino. 1610. 

Constitutioni della congi'egatione Silvestrina. Rome. 1691. 

Costo, T. Istoria dell’ originc del sagratissimo luogo di Monte-V ergine . 

Fabrini, S. Cronica della congregazione de’ monachi Silvestrini. Camerino. 1618. 

Ed. Morosi, A. and Lueantovi, A. Rome. 1706. 

Giordano, G. G. Chronicle di Montc-Vergine. Naples. 1649. 

Lancellotti, S. Historiae OIivetanae...libri ii. Venice. 1623. 

Lombardelli, G. Vita b. Bernardi Tolomei. Lucca. 1669. 

Marino, L. Vita e miracoli di S. Pietro del Morrone. Milan. [1637.] 

Telera di Maufredonia, C. Historie sagre degli huomini illustri... della congregatione 
de Celestini. Bologna, 1648. 

(g) Orders and Congregations op Regi^ar Canons. 

Amort, E. Vetus diseiplina canonicorum regularium et saecularium. 2 vols. Venice. 
1747. 

Baro, B. Annales ordinis S. Trinitatis pro redemptione captivorum. Vol. x. Rome. 
1684. 

Bonnard, F. Histoire de l’abhaye royale de St-Victor de Paris. 2 vols. Paris. 1904, 8. 
Busch, J. ChroniconWindeshemense und Liber de reformatione monasteriorum. Ed. 
Gruhe, K. Halle. 1887. 
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Clark, J. W. The observances in use at the Augustinian priory of Barnwell. Cam- 
bridge. 1897. 

Crusenius, N. Monasticon Augustinianum omnium ordinum sub regula S. Augustini 
militantium. Munich. 1622. 

Dupre, M. Annales breves orclinis Praemonstratensis. Namur. 188(1. 

Fasseau, A. T. Arbor genealogica ordinis Praemonstratensis. Augsburg. 1727- 
Frere, W. H. The early histoiy of canons regular. In Fasciculus J. W. Clark 
dicatus. Cambridge. 1907. pp. 186-216. 

Gasquet, F. A. ed. Collectanea Anglo-Premonstratensia. 3 vols. (Camden 3rd 
series. Vols. vi, x, and xir. RHS.) London. 1904-6. 

Gosse, E. Histoire de l’abbaye et de l’ancienue congregation des chanoines reguliers 
d'Arrouaise. Lille. 1786. 

Graham, R. St Gilbert of Sempringham and the Gilbertines. London. 1908. 

Grube, K. Gerhard Groot u. seine Stiftuugen. Cologne. 1883. 

— — Johannes Busch, Augustinerpropst zu Hildesheim. Freiburg-im-Breisgau. 
1881. 

See also above , Busch, J. 

Hermans. Annales canonicorum regularium S. Augustini ordinis S. Crucis. 3 vols. 
Bois-le-Duc. 1838. 

Hugo, C. L. Vie de St-Norbert. Luxemburg. 1704. 

Le Large. De canonicorum ordine disquisitiones. Paris. 1697* 

Le Mire, A. Canonicorum regularium ordinis S. Augustini origines et progressus. 
Cologne. 1615. 

Chronicon ordinis Praemonstratensis. Cologne. 1613. 

— ■ - De collegiis canonicorum regularium. Cologne, 1614. 

- De Windesimensi, Lateranensi, Aroasiensi, et congregationibus aliis canoni- 
corum regularium ordinis S. Augustini. Brussels. 1622. 

Le Paige, J. ed. Bibliotheca Praemonstratensis ordinis. 2 vols. Paris. 1633. 
Leuckfeld, J. G. Antiquitates Praemonstratenses. Magdeburg and Leipsic, 1721. 
[Abbeys of Magdeburg and Cal be.] 

Mozzagrugni, J. Narratio rerum gestarum canoxiicorum regularium. Venice. 1622. 
Ossinger, J. F. Bibliotheca Augustiniana. Ingolstadt and Munich. 1776. 

Paminius, O. Augustiniani ordinis chronicon. Rome. 1510. 

Penotti, G. Generalis totius sacri ordinis clericorum canonicorum historia tripartita. 
Rome. 1624. Cologne. 1630 and 1645. 

Salter, H. E. ed. Chapters of the Augustinian Canons. (Oxford Hist. Soc. lxxiv.) 

Oxford. 1922. (Also issued ^Canterbury and York Soc. xxrx. London. 1922.) 
S. Maria, F. de. Oceo* aberto na terra: historia das sagradas congrega^aoes dos 
conegos seculares de S. Jorge em Alga de Veneta y de S. Joao Evangelista em 
Portugal. Lisbon. 1697. 

N. de. Chronica del orden dos conegos regulares de S. Agostinho da congrega^ao 

de S. Cruz de Coimbra. Lisbon. 1658. 

Thomasini, J. P. Annales canonicorum secularium S. Georgii in Alga. Udine. 1642. 
Torelli, L. Secoli Agostiniani ovvero istoria generale dell* ordine di S. Agostino. 
8 vols. Bologna. 1659-86. 

Trullus, J. Ordo canonicorum regularium iv libris elucidatus. Saragossa. 1571. 
Bologna. 1605. 

Winter, F. Die Pramonstratenser des 12 Jahrhunderts u. ihre Bedeutung fur das 
nordostliche Deutschland. Berlin. 1865. 

Zungg, J. A. Historiae generalis et specialis de ordine canonicorum regularium 
S. Augustini prodromus. 2 vols. Ratisbon. 1742, 45. 

( h ) Orders op Nuns. 

Accounts of orders of nuns and of individual nunneries will be found in many of 
the general histories of monasticism and religious orders cited in previous sections. 
See also : 

Bateson, M. Origin and early history of double monasteries. TRHS. n. s. xm (1899) 
pp. 137-98. 

Eckenstein, L. Woman under monasticism. Cambridge. 1896. 
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Power, E. E. Medieval English nunneries. Cambridge. 1922. [With general biblio- 
graphy.] 

Thompson, A. Hamilton. Double monasteries and the male element in nunneries. 
In Archbishops’ report on the Ministry of women. London. 1019. App. vm. 


(i) Military Orders. 

Belloy, P. de. De l’origine et institution de divers ordres de clievalerie. Paris. 
1613. 

Bosio, G. Dell’ istoria della sacra religione et illustrissima militia di S. Giovanni 
Gierosolimitano. 3 vols. Borne. 1594-1602. 

Delaville Le Roulx, J. ed. Cartulaire general de l’ordre des hospitaliers de St-Jean 
de Jerusalem. 4 vols. Paris. 1894-1906. 

Favyn, A. Le the'atre d’honueur et de chevalerie. 2 vols. Paris. 1620. 

Funes, J. A. de. Coronica de la milicia y religion de S. Juan de Jerusalem. Pt. i. 

Valencia. 1626. Pt. u. Saragossa. 1639. 

Giustiniani, B. Historie ehronologiche dell’ origine degli ordini militari e di tutte le 
religioni cavalleresche. 2 vols. Venice. 1692. 

Goussainoourt, M. de. Martyrologe des chevaliers de S. Jean de Hierusalem, dits de 
Malte. Paris. 1643 [1654]. 

Gurter, N. Historia Templariorum. Amsterdam. 1691. 

Hermant, G. Histoire des religions ou ordres militaires de Teglise. Rouen. 1698. 
Histoire des ordres militaires. [Compiled from He'Iyot, etc.] 4 vols. Amsterdam. 
Histoire de tous les ordres militaires. (Engravings by Schoonebeek, A.) 2 vols. 
Amsterdam. 1699. 

Larking, L. B. ed. The Knights Hospitallers in England. (Camden Soc. lxv.) 
London. 1857. 

Mendo, A. De ordinibus militaribus disquisitio canonica. Lyons. 1668. 

Mennenius, F. Deliciae equestrium give militarium ordinum et eorundem origines. 
Cologne. 1613. 

Montoya, G. de. Stabilimenta militum ordinis de S. Joanne Jerosolimitano. Sala- 
manca. 1534. 

Mota, D. de la. Del principio de la orden de la eavalleria de S, J ago del espada. 
Valencia. 1599. 

Rades y Andrada, F. de. Chronica de las tres ordenes y cavallerias de Sanctiago, 
Calatrava, y Alcantara. Toledo. 1572. 

Schurzfleisch, H. L. Historia ensiferorum ordinis Teutonic! Livoxiorum. Wittem- 
berg. 1701. 

Vertot, R. A. de. Histoire des chevaliers hospitaliers de St-Jean de Jerusalem. 
4 vols. Paris. 1726 ff. Revised and continued by Bussy, A. M. L. de. 3 vols. 
Paris and Lyons. 1859. 

Wai, baron de. Essai sur Thistoire de Tordre teutonique. 8 vols. Paris and Rheims. 
1784-90. 

Wilcke, W. F. Geschichte des Tempelherrnordens. 3 vols. Leipsic. 1826-35. 

See also the general works in section n above. 


V. COLLECTIONS OF DOCUMENTS IN PRINT. 

(a) Collections which throw special light upon the internal history and discipline 
of monasteries, e.g. editions of visitation documents, have been included under one 
or other of the special classes treated above. 

(b) Editions of and excerpts from chartularies are numerous, and only specimens 
of these need be mentioned. For French monasteries see especially, in the 
Collection de documents inedits sur Thistoire de France (See Gen. Bibl. iv), Recueil 
des chartes...de Cluuy. Ed, Bernard, A. and Bruel, A. 6 vols. 1876-1903; and 
the Chartularies of St Pere, Chartres; St Bertin; St Victor, Marseilles, etc. Ed. 
Guerard, B. and others. 1840 ff. 
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For chartularies of English monasteries see the index to Gross, C, Sources and 
Literature of English History. 2nd edu. (See Gen. Bibl. i) s.v. Chartularies, 
monastic. 

(c) For monastic account-rolls see especially: 

Chapman, F. R. ed. Sacrist Rolls of Ely. 2 vols. Cambridge. 1907. 

Fowler, J. T. ed. Extracts from the Account rolls of the Abbey of Durham. 3 vols. 
(Surtees Soc.) Durham. 1898-1900. 

Kitchin, G. W. ed. Compotus rolls of the obedientiaries of St Swithuu’s Priory, 
Winchester. (Hants Record Soc.) London and Winchester. 1892. 
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HOMAN AND CANON LAW IN THE MIDDLE AGES. 

I. BIBLIOGRAPHIES AND PERIODICALS. 

A. Bibliographies: Roman Law. 

(i) Ancient Roman Law (to the death of Justinian). 

Buckland, W. W. Text-book of Roman Law from Augustus to J ustinian. Cambridge. 
1921. pp. xiii, xiv. 

See also the works of Girard, P. F., Kipp, T., and Muirhead, J. H. cited in Vol. 11 , 
Bibl. to ch. in, p. 726. For Graeco-Roman Law see Vol. iv, Bibl. to ch. xxii, 
p. 890. 

(ii) Germa/no-Roman Law ( Roman Law in Germanic Kingdoms ). 

Brunner, II. Deutsche Reehtsgescliichte. Vol. i. 2nd edn. §§ 38-59. See Gen. 
Bibl, v. [Excellent for leges barbarorum, leges romanae, Frankish capitularies, 
documents, and formularies, and for modern works on them. See also Brunner, 
II. Grundziige der deutschen Reehtsgescliichte. 7th edn. §§ 13-15. See Gen. 
Bibl. v.] 

Savigny, F. C. v. Geschichte des Romischen Reclits im Mittelalter. passim. See Gen. 
Bibl. v. [Still most useful.] 

Vinogradoff, P. Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe, pp. 1-2. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
Viollet, P. Histoire du droit civil francais. 3rd edn. pn. 1-2G2. See Gen. Bibl. 
[Valuable.] 

(iii) Separate Countries (as indicated in notes). 

Brunner, H. Deutsche Reehtsgescliichte. Vol. i. 2nd edn. §§ 38-59. See Gen . 
Bibl. v. [For Germany.] 

Grundziige der deutschen Rechtsgeschichte. 7th edn. See Gen. Bibl. v. [For 

Germany. § 61. Literature on the Reception.] 

Carlyle, R. \F. and A. J. A history of Mediaeval Political Theory in the West. 
Vol. ii. pp. xvii-xix. See Gen. Bibl. v. [For Italy. Writings of civilians and 
canonists.] 

Conrat (Cohn), M. Geschichte der Quellen und Literatur des Romischen Rechts im 
fruheren Mittelalter. Vol. i. Leipsic. 1889. [For Italy. Detailed references 
to medieval sources and literature.] 

Fock ema-And reae, S. J. Overzicht van Oud-Nederlandsche Rechtsbronnen. Haar- 
lem. 3881. [For sources of medieval Netherlands law.] 

General Survey of events, sources, persons, and movements in continental legal 
history. Ed. Wigmore, J. H. (Continental Legal History Series. Vol. i.) 
Boston, Mass. ; and London. 1912. [Valuable. For Italy, pp. 87-175. For 
the Netherlands, pp. 455-79. For Switzerland, pp. 483-530. For Spain, pp. 
579-658.] 

Gierke, O. Das deutsehe Genossenschaftsrecht. Vol. in, pp. 186-9 , 238-43, 351-3, 
416-19. See Gen. Bibl. v. [For Italy. Useful lists of writings of medieval civilians 
and canonists.] 

Lee, R. W. Introduction to Roman-Dutch law. Oxford. 1915. pp. xiii-xvii. [For 
the Netherlands.] 

Pollock, F.and Maitland, F, W. History of English Law. 2nd edn. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

[Especially vol. i, pp. xxx-xxii; and cli. v, Roman and Canon Law.] 

Savigny, F. C. v. Geschichte des Romischen Rechts im Mittelalter. passim. See Gen. 
Bibl. v. [For Italy. Still indispensable,] 



922 


Roman and Canon Law 


Schroder, R. Lehrbuch der deutschen Rechtsgeschichte. 4th edn. Leipsic. 1902. 
[For Germany. §§30-34. (Legal sources of Frankish period.) §§52-60. (Legal 
sources and literature of the Middle Ages.) § 66. (Literature on the Reception. )] 
Viuogradoff, P. Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe. See Gen. Bibl. v. [For Italy, 
p. 32; France, p. 59; England, p. 84; Germany, p. 106.] 

Viollet, P. Histoire du droit civil fra^ais. 3rd edn. pp. 1-32, 145-262. See Gen. 
Bibl. v. [For France. Valuable.] 

B. Bibliographies-: Canon Law. 

(i) Eastern Canon Law. 

(See Vol. xv, Bibl. to eh. xxix, p. 890.) 

(ii) Western Canon Law. 

Crouzet, L’Abbe, provides a bibliography of the sources and. literature of Canon Law 
in Phillips, G. Du Droit eeclesiastique dans ses sources. French translation. 
See below, xir b (ii). [Very valuable on older sources.] 

Friedberg, E. Lehrbuch des katholischen und evangelischen Kirchenrechts. 4th edn. 
Leipsic. 1895. pp. 3-9, and passim. [Valuable. Contains, inter alia , biblio- 
graphies of Canon Law in the various countries.] 

Galante,A. Elementi di diritto ecclesiastico. Milan. 1909. pp, 1-13. [Very useful.] 
Makower, F. The constitutional history and constitution of the Church of England. 

(Transl. from the German.) London. 1895. pp. 504-34. [Valuable for England.] 
Richter, A. L. Lehrbuch des kathol. und evangel. Kirchenrechts. 8th edn. Dove, R. 

and Kahl, W. Leipsic. 1886. pp. 15-27, and passim. [Very useful.] 

Stutz, U, Kirchenrecht. In Holtzendorff. Encykl. d. Rechtswiss. 6tli edn. Vol. Ti. 

pp. 809-972. See Gen. Bibl. i, [Valuable.] 

Viollet, P. Histoire du droit civil fran^ais aecompagnee de notions de droit eanonique. 
3rd edn. pp. 33-100. passim. See Gen. Bibl. v. [Useful.] 

C. Periodicals for Roman and Canon Law. 

Archiv fur katholisches Kirchenrecht. (AKKR.) See Abbreviations^. 831. 
Archivio giuridico. Bologna, Pisa. 1868 if., in progress. 

Deutsche Zeitschrift fur Kirchenrecht. Freiburg-i.-B. 1891 ff., in progress. (DZRR.) 

(Continuation of Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht. Berlin, etc. 1861-89.) 

Nouvelle Revue histoi'ique de droit fran^ais et etranger. (NRDF.) And Revue his- 
torique de droit fran^ais et stranger. (RDF.) See Abbreviations, p. 831. 
Zeitschrift fur yergleichende Rechtswissenschaft. Stuttgai't. 1878 ff., in progress. 
Zeitschrift fur Rechtsgeschichte. (ZR.) And Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir 
Rechtswissenschaft. (ZSR.) See Abbreviations , p. 832. 


II. ROMAN LAW. 

A. Ancient and Medieval Authorities. 

(i) (a) Ancient Roman Law (to Justinian). 

(See Vol. ii, Bibl. to ch. xix, p. 726.) 

(b) Graeco-Roman Law. 

(See Vol. iv, Bibl. to ch. xxii, p. 890.) 

(ii) Germano-Roman Law. 

(a) Leges Barbarorum. 

For a list of editions see Brunner, H. Deutsche Rechtsgeschichte. Vol. i. 2nd edn. 
§§ 38-49 (see Gen. Bibl. v), and Brunner, H. Grundziige der deutschen Rechts- 
geschichte. 7th edn. §§ 13, 14 ( see Gen. Bibl. v). 
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(b) Leges Romanae. 

(In chronological order.) 

Lex Romana Visigothorum. Ed. Hanel, G. Leipsic. 1847-9. [The “Breviarium 
Alaricianum.”] 

Lex Romana Burgundionum. Ed. Salis, L. R. v. MGH. Legum Sect. x. Vol. ix, i. 
pp. 123 sqq. 1892. 

Edictum Theoderici. Ed. Bluhme, F. MGH. Leges, v. pp. 145 sqq. 1875-89. 

Lex Romana Raetica Curiensis. Ed. Zeumer, K. MGH. Leges, v. pp. 289 sqq. 1875- 
89. [Also called the Lex Romana Utinensis. Date disputed.] 

Lex Romana Canonice compta. Ed. Conrat (Cohn), M. in Verhandelingen d. k. 
Akad. van Weteuschappen. Afdeeling letterkunde. xi.s. vi, no. 1. Amsterdam. 
1904. [(S'efi Maassen, F. Gesch. der Quellen...des Canon. Rechts. Vol. i. Graz. 

1870. pp. 888-96.] 

Full lists of editions of all the leges romanae in Brunner, H. Deutsche Rechtsge- 
schichte. Vol. i. 2nd edn. §§ 50-58. See Gen. Bibl. v, 

(c) Frankish Capitularies. 

Capitularia regum Francorum. MGH. Legum Sect. ix. 2 vols. 1883, 97- [For older 
editions see MGH. Leges, i. 1835, and Brunner, H. Deutsche Rechtsgeschiclite. 
See Gen. Bibl. v.] 

(iii) Separate Countries. 

(a) Italy: and the Revival of Jurisprudence. 

Dissensiones dominorum. Ed. Hanel, G. Leipsic. 1834. 

Petri Exeeptiones Legum Romanorum. Ed. Savigny, F. G. v. in Geschichte des 
Romischen Rechts irn Mittelalter. Vol. ix, app. 1. See Gen. Bibl. v. Also ed. 
Fitting, H. Juristische Sebriften. Halle. 1876. p. 151. [Condensations Or 
extracts for practitioners from Justinian’s hooks ; composed in the latter half of 
the eleventh century.] 

Quaestiones de iuris subtilitatibus des Irnerius. Ed. Fitting, H. Berlin. 1894. 
[Of contested authorship.] 

Summa Codicis des Irnerius. Ed. Fitting, H. Berlin. 1894. [Authorship disputed.] 

(b) Spain. 

Codigos antiguos de Espaxla. Ed. Alcubilla, M. M. Madrid. 1885. 

Los Codigos Espailoles concordados y anotados. Ed. Rivadeneyra, M. 12 vols. 
Madrid. 1847-51. 

Leges Visigothorum. Ed. Zeiimei', E. MGH. Legum Sect. i. Vol. x. 1902. [Contains 
all the Visigothic laws except Breviarium Alaricianum.] 

(c) France. 

Beaumanoir, Philippe de Remi, Sire de. Coutumes de Beauvaisis. Ed. Salmon, A. 

(Coll, textes.) 2 vols. Paris. 1899, 1900. [Is also a treatise on customary law.] 
Lo Codi. Ed. Fitting, H. and Suchier, H. Halle. 1906. [Summary of Justinian’s 
Code, for the use of judges in Provence ; about 1149.] 

Corpus Legum sive Brachylogus jxxris civilis. Ed. Bucking, E. Berlin. 1829. 

[ Manual for teaching, probably from the early twelfth century.] 

Les Etablissements de St Louis. Ed. Viollet, P. 4 vols. Paris. 1881-6, 

(d) Germany (with Switzerland and the Netherlands). 

Constitutiones et acta publica imperatorum et regum. MGH. Legum Sect. xv. 
Vols. x-v, vi 1, viii. 1893 ff. 

Sammluug schweizerischer Rechtsquellen. Publ. by Schweizerischer J uristenverein. 
Aarau. 1898 if. 

See Fockema-Andreae, S. J. Overzicht van Oud-Nederlandsche Rechtsbronnen. 
Haarlem. 1881. 

See Stobbe, O. Geschichte der deutschexx Rechtsquellen. See below, ii B (iii) d. 
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(e) England. 

Bract on, H. de. De legibus et consuetudinibus Angliae. Ed. Twiss, T. 6 vols. 
(Rolls.) 1878-83. Ed. Woodbine, G. E. New Haven, Connecticut. 2 vols. 
1915, 22, in progress. 

Bracton’s Note Book. Ed. Maitland, F. W. 3 vols. London. 1887. 

Britton. Ed. Nieliols, F. M. 2 vols. Oxford. 1865. 

Fleta, seu Commentarius Juris Anglicani. 2nd edn. London. 1685. 

Glanvill, R. de. Tractatus de legibus et consuetudinibus regni Angliae. London. 
[1554] and later edus. Engl, transl. Beames, J. London. 1812. Ed. Beale, 
J. H, Washington. 1900. 

Longcbamp, W. Practica Legum et Decretorum. Ed. Caillemer, E. in Le Droit 
civil dans les provinces anglo-normandes. Caen. 1883. p. 50. 

Placita Anglo-Normannica. Ed. Bigelow, M. M. London ; and Boston, Mass, 1879. 
Ricardus Anglicus. Ordo Judiciarius. Ed. Witte, C. Halle. 1853. 

Vacavius. Liber Pauperum. [Large portions published by Wenclc, C. F. C. Magister 
Vacarius. Leipsic. 1820. MS. at W orcester. ] 

William of Drogheda. Summa Aurea. [In MS,; extracts, ed. Maitland, F. W. in 
EHIl. xix (1897). pp. 645 sqq.] 


B. Modern Works. 

(i) (a) Ancient Roman law (to Justinian). 

(See Vol, n, Bibl. to ch. in, p, 726, to which add Buckland. See above, i a (i).) 

(b) Graeco-Roman Law. 

( See Vol. iv, Bibl. to ch. xxn, p. 890.) 

(ii) Germano-Roman Law ( Roman Law in Germanic Kingdoms). 

Brunner, H. Deutsche Rechtsgeschichte. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Grundzuge der deutschen Rechtsgeschichte. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Zur Rechtsgeschichte der romischen und germanischen Urlcunde. Vol. i. 

Berlin. 1880. [No more publ.] 

Bruns, C. G. and Pernice, A. Geschichte und Quellen des Romischen Rechts. 

§§ 73-78. In Holtzeudorff. Encykl. d. Rechtswiss. 5th edn. See Gen. Bibl. x. 
Conrat (Cohn), M, Das Breviarium Alaricianum. Leipsic. 1903. 

Die Entstehung des westgothischen Gains. In Verhandelingen d. k. Akad. van 

Wetenschappen. Afdeeling letterlcunde. n.s. vi, no. 4. Amsterdam. 1905. 
Der westgothische Paulus. Ibid, vin, no. 4. 1907. 

Geschichte der Quellen und Literatur des Romischen Rechts im fruheren 

Mittelalter. Vol. i. Leipsic. 1891. 

Continental Legal History Series. Vol. i. General Survey. See above, i a (iii). 
Eichhorn, K. F. Deutsche Staats- und Rechtsgeschichte. 4th edn. 4 vols. Gottingen. 
1834-6. [Bibliographies.] 

Ficker, J. Untersuchungen zur Rechtsgeschichte (zur Erbenfolge der ostgerman- 
ischen Rechte). Vols. x-v 1, vi 1. Innsbruck. 1891-1904. 

Fitting, H. Die juristischen Schriften des fruheren Mittelaltei’s. 1876. 

Flach, J. Etudes critiques sur l’histoire du droit romain au moyen age. Paris. 1890. 
Fustel de Coulanges, N. D. Histoire des institutions politiques de I’ancieune France. 

See Gen. Bibl. v. [Especially: Les origines du systeme fe'odal.] 

Halban, A. v. Das Romische Recht in den germanischen Volksstaaten. 3 vols. 
Breslau. 1899-1907. 

Holdsworth, W. S. The reception of Roman Law in the sixteenth century. In Law 
Quarterly Review, xxvii (1911). 387-98 ; xxvm (1912). 39-51, 131-47, 236- 
54. [First two articles on continental development, last two articles on English,] 
Hugo, G. v. Lelirbuch eines zivilistischen Kursus. 7 vols. Berlin. 1792-1821, [By 
the founder of the historical school of jurisprudence ; is still valuable for the 
history of Roman Law in the Middle Ages, though in large measure superseded.] 
Karlowa, O. Romische Rechtsgeschichte. Vol. i. Leipsic. 1885. §§110-118. 
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[For the Merovingian period.] 

Maassen, F. Geschichte der Quellen und der Literatur des Canonischen Rechts im 
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Article: Schule und Kirehe. 

Roger, M. L’Enseignement des lettres classiques d’Ausone a Alcuin. Paris. 1905. 
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tenth and eleventh centuries, ib. p. 232; in period of Crusades and Scholasticism, 
ib. p. 258; town schools, ib. p. 809.] 
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iingeu. Edited by Baeumker, C- and others. Munster. 1891 ff. [More than 
20 vols. have appeared in this valuable series. In this bibliography all works 
published at Munster belong to it.] 

Boer, T. J. de. Geschichte der Philosophic im Islam. Stuttgart. 1901. 

Denifle, H. S. Die Entstehung der Universitaten des Mittelalters bis 1400. See Gen. 
Bibl. v. 

and Chatelain, E. Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis. Vol. i. Paris. 

1889. 

Franciscan Studies, British Society of. Aberdeen. 1908 IF. 

Gilson, E. La philosophic au mo yen age. See Gen. Bibl. v. 

Grabmann, M. Die Geschichte der scholastischen Methode. Freiburg. Vol. I. 
1909. Vol. ii. 1911. [Gives the best account of unpublished sources. Vol. m 
is expected.] 

Haureau, J. B. Histoire de la philosophic scolastique. 3 vols. Paris. 1872-80. 
O’Leary, De L. Arabic Thought and its place in History. London and New York. 
1922. 

Picavet, F. Esquisse d’une histoire generate et comparee des philosophies me'die- 
vales. 2nd edn. Paris. 1907. 

Prantl, K. Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande. Vol. ii. 2nd edn. Leipsic. 1885. 
Rashdall, H. The Universities of Europe in the Middle Ages. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
Stoekl, A. Geschichte der Philosophic des Mittelalters. 3 vols. Mayence. 1864-6. 
Ueberweg, F. Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophic. ( See Gen. Bibl. v.) Part n. 

10th edn. by Baumgartner, M. Berlin. 1915. 

Wulf, M. de. Histoire de la philosophic scolastique dans les Pays-Bas et la princi- 
paute de Liege. Louvain and Paris. 1895. 

Histoire de la philosophic me'dievale. 5th edn. 2 vols. Louvain. 1924-5. 

English transl. Coffey, P. London. 1909. 

( b ) Monographs, etc. 

Asm y Palacios, M. Algazel, dogmatica, moral, ascetica. Saragossa. 1901. 
Baeumker, C. Witelo, ein Philosoph und Naturforscher des xm Jahrhunderts. 
Munster. 1908. 

Bardenhewer, O. Die pseudo-Aristotelische Schrift iiher das reine Gute, bekannt 
unter dem Namen Liber de Causis. Freiburg. 1882. 

Caird, E. The Evolution of Theology in the Greek Philosophers. 2 vols. Glasgow. 
1904. 

Carra de Vaux, A. Avicenne. Paris. 1900. 

Gazali. Paris. 1902. 

Charles, E. Roger Bacon. Paris and Bordeaux. 1861. 

Endres, J. A. Uber den Ursprung und die Entwiclcelung der scholastischen Lelir- 
methode. In Philosophisches Jahrbuch. 1889. pp. 52 sqq. 

Gebhart, E. L’ltalie mystique. Paris. 1899. 

Ghellinck, J. de. Le Mouvement Theologique du xn e siecle. Paris. 1914. 

Gilson, E. Le Thomisme. 2nd edn. Paris. 1923. English transl. Bullough, E. 

Cambridge. 1924. , 

La philosopliie de Saint Bonaventure. Paris. 1924. 

Grabmann, M. Forschungen uber die lateinischen Aristotelesubersetzungen des 
xm Jahrhunderts. Munster. 1916. 

Guttmann, D. Die Scholastik des xm Jahrhunderts in ihren Beziehungen zu Juden- 
thum und zu judischen Litteratur. Breslau. 1902. 

Moses ben Maimon. Leipsic. 1908. 

Inge, W. It. The Philosophy of Plotinus. 2 vols. London. 1918. 

Jourdain, A. Recherehes critiques sur l’age et 1’origine des traductions Iatines 
d’Aristote. 2nd edn. Paris. 1843. 
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 

OF 

LEADING EVENTS "MENTIONED IN THIS VOLUME. 

325 First Ecumenical Council of Nicaea decrees canons for the whole 
Church. 

529-534 Publication of the Codex Iustinianiis. 

766 Death of St Chrodegang, Bishop of Mete. 

774 Pope Hadrian I gives the Dionysio-Hadriana collection of canons to 
Charlemagne. 

c. 780 St Benedict founds the monastery of Aniane. 

804 Death of Alcuin. 

817 Council of Aix-la-Chapelle reinforces Rules of St Chrodegang and 
St Benedict of Aniane. 
c. 850 The False Decretals forged. 

851 John the Scot’s De Praedestinatione. 

910 Foundation of Cluny. 

911 Foundation of the Duchy of Normandy by the treaty of St-Clair-sur-JEpte. 
927-941 Reforming activities of Odo, Abbot of Cluny. 

954-994 Maiolus (Mayeul) Abbot of Cluny. 

969 The Fatimid Caliphs annex Egypt. 

994-1048 0‘dilo Abbot of Cluny. 

998-1026 Richard II (the Good) Duke of Normandy. 

1009 Profanation of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre at Jerusalem by 
Hakim the Fatimid. 

c. 1012 The Order of Camaldoli founded. 
c. 1012 The Decretim of Burchard of Worms. 

1012-1046 The Tusculan Popes. 

1016 Arrival of the Normans in South Italy. 

1027-1035 Robert I Duke of Normandy. 

c. 1029 The Normans established in the county of Aversa. 

1034-1037 The sons of Tancred d’Hauteville arrive in South Italy. 

1035 (2 July) William the Bastard becomes Duke of Normandy. 

1036 Death of Avicenna. 

c. 1038 The Order of Valloznbrosa founded. 

1039 Accession of Henry III as Ring of Germany, Italy, and Burgundy. 
1042 ^ Truce of God” proclaimed in Normandy. 

1046 Death of Richard of St Vannes. 

Synod of Sutri. Deposition of Popes Gregory VI and Benedict IX. 

(25 Dec.) Election of Pope Clement II (Suidger of Bamberg). 

1047 Council of Romo (Jan.) declares simonists deposed. 

William the Bastard’s victory at Val-des-D uues. 

1049-1054 Leo IX (Bruno of Toul) Pope. 

1049-1109 Hugh Abbot of Cluny. 

1049 (3 Oct.) Synod of Rheims. 

1049-1061 Humbert Cardinal-bishop of Silva-Candida, 

1053 (23 June) Pope Leo IX defeated by the Normans at Civitate. 

1054 Schism of Eastern and Western Churches. 

1055-1057 Victor II Pope. 

1056 Accession of Henry IV. 

The outbreak of the Pataria at Milan begins. 

1057-1058 Stephen IX Pope. 

1057-1072 Peter Damian Cardinal-bishop of Ostia. 
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1058-1061 Nicholas II Pope. 

1059 Submission of the see of Milan to the Papacy. 

The Papal Election Decree (14 Apr.). 

The Treaty of Melfi (Aug.). Robert Guiscard recognised as Duke of 
Apulia. 

Hildebrand appointed Archdeacon of the Roman Church. 

1060- 1108 Philip 1 King of France. 

1061- 1073 Pope Alexander II. 

1061 The capture of Messina by the Normans. 
c. 1063 First appearance of the Rule of St Augustine. 

1064-1069 Promulgation of the Usatgen of Raymond Berengar I, the earliest 
known feudal code. 

1065 End of the minority of Hem*y IV of Germany (29 Mar.). 

The Seljuq Turks enter Syria. 

1066 (5 Jan.) Death of Edward the Confessor. 

(6 Jan.) Earl Harold elected King of England. 

(14 Oct.) Battle of Hastings. William the Conqueror King of England. 
1068 Rebellion of Edwin and Morkere. Harrying of the North. 

1070-1089 Lanfranc Archbishop of Canterbury. 

1071 Capture of Bari by Robert Guiscard (Apr.). End of tlie Byzantine 
power in Italy. 

Battle of Manzikert (26 Aug.). 

The Seljuq Turks occupy Jerusalem. 

Completion of the Conquest of England by the Normans. 

1073 (22 Apr.) Election of Pope Gregory VII (Hildebrand), 

(Aug.) Outbreak of the Saxon revolt. 

1074 (IS Jan.) Henry IV grants a charter to the citizens of Worms. 

1075 Pope Gregory VII enunciates papal powers in the Dictatus Pupae. 

The first Investiture decree. 

(9 June) Henry IV defeats the Saxons on the Unstrut. 

1076 (24 Jan.) Council of Worms. 

Excommunication of Henry IV by Gregory VII. 

(16 Oct.) Diet of Tribur. 

The Order of Grandmont founded by St Stephen. 

1077 (Jan.) King Henry IV goes to Canossa. 

Diet of Forchheim. Election of Rudolf of Swabia as anti-king (13 Mar. ). 
First English Cluniac monastery founded at Lewes, 

1079 The appointment of Frederick, Count of Staufen, as Duke of Swabia 

founds the fortunes of the Holienstaufen family. 

1080 Final excommunication and deposition of Henry IV by the Pope. 

The Council of Brixen deposes the Pope and elects Guibert of llavenna 

as anti-Pope Clement III (25 June). 

William the Conqueror refuses to do fealty to Pope Gregory VII. 

Pope Gregory VII reconciled to Robert Guiscard at Ceprano. 

Death of the anti-king Rudolf. 

Robert Guiscard begins attack on the Eastern Empire. 
c. 1080-1130 General establishment of communes in the North Italian cities. 
1081-1088 Count Herman of Salm as anti-king. 

1084 Henry IV crowned at Rome by the anti-Pope Clement III. 

(May) Sack of Rome by the Normans. 

The Carthusian Order founded by Bruno of Cologne. 

1085 (25 May) Death of Pope Gregory VII. 

(17 July) Death of Robert Guiscard. 

1086 Compilation of Domesday Book. 

1086- 1087 Victor III Pope. 

1087 Genoa and Pisa capture Mabdlyah in Barbary. 

1087- 1100 William Rufus King of England. 

1088 End of the Saxon revolt. Climax of the power of Henry IV in Germany. 

1088- 1096 Conquest of South Wales. 

1088-1099 Urban II Pope. 
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1090-1097 Henry IVs expedition to Italy. 

1091 Completion of tine Norman conquest of Sicily. 

1092 Annexation of Cumberland and Westmorland to England. 

(Nov.) Death of Malik Shah. 

1093 Revolt of Conrad in Italy. 

1093-1109 Anselm Archbishop of Canterbury. 

1095 (Mar.) Council of Piacenza. 

(27 Nov.) Council of Clermont. Pope Urban II proclaims the First 
Crusade, 

1097 (19 June) Surrender of Nicaea. 

(lJuly) Battle of Dorylaeum. 

1098 (21 Mar.) The Cistercian Order founded by Robert of Molesme. 

(3 June) Fall of Antioch. 

(28 June) Defeat of Karbogha’s army near Antioch, the turning-point 
in the history of the First Crusade. 

1099 (15 July) Capture of Jerusalem, 

(22 July) Godfrey of Bouillon chosen Prince of Jerusalem. 

(12 Aug.) Defeat of the Egyptians near Ascalon; the last achievement 
of the First Crusade. 

1099- 1118 Paschal II Pope. 

1100- 1135 Henry I King of England. 

1100-1118 Baldwin I King of Jerusalem. 

1100 (Sept.) Death of the anti-Pope Clement III. 

Coronation Charter of Henry I of England. 

c. 1100 Irnerius, founder of the Glossators, teaches Roman Law at Bologna. 

1103 Accession of Roger II, Count of Sicily. 

1104 Revolt of Henry V against his father the Emperor Henry IV. 

1106 (7 Aug.) Death of the Emperor Henry IV. End of the schism between 

the Empire and the Papacy. 

(28 Sept.) Battle of Tinchebrai. 

The Order of Fontevrault approved by Pope Paschal II. 

1107 (2,3 May) Council of Troyes. 

(Aug.) Henry I of England reconciled to Anselm ; English Investiture 
compromise. 

1108-1137 Reign of Louis VI of France. 

c. 1108 Practice of lay-investiture by the King of France lapses. 

1110-1111 Heury V’s expedition to Italy. 

1111 Imprisonment of Pope Paschal II, and his concession of investiture; 

Henry V crowned Emperor. 

1115 Revolt of Saxony. 

(25 J une) Foundation of Clairvaux. 

(24 J uly) Death of the Countess Matilda of Tuscany. 

1115-1153 St Bernard Abbot of Clairvaux. 

1118-1119 Gelasius II Pope. 

1118 (April) Excommunication of Henry V by Pope Gelasius II, and renewal 

of the schism between the Empire and the Papacy. 

1118- 1131 Baldwin II King of Jerusalem. 

1119- 1124 Calixtus II Pope. 

1119 (23 Dec.) Pope Calixtus II confirms the Carta Caritatis of the Cistercian 

Order. 

<?. 1120 Foundation of the Orders of Templars and Hospitallers. 

1120 Foundation of the Premonstratensian Order. 

1121 Condemnation of Abelard at Soissons. 

1122 (23 Sept.) The Concordat of Worms reconciles the Empire and the 

Papacy. 

1123 First Lateran Council* 

1124-1130 Honorius II Pope. 

1125 (23 May) Death of the Emperor Heury V. 

1125 (30 Aug.) Lothar of Supplmburg elected to the German kingship as 
Lothar III. 
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1127 (2 Mar. ) Charles the Good, Count of Flanders, murdered at Bruges. 
Death of William, Duke of Apulia. 

Conversion of the Wends recommenced. 

(Dec. ) Conrad of Hohenstaufen elected anti-king at Spires. 

1128 (June) Marriage of the Empress Matilda to Geoffrey Plantagenet. 
(Aug.) Roger II of Sicily invested with the duchy of Apulia by Pope 

Honorius It. 

1130 Disputed election of Innocent II and Anacletus II as Pope. 

Count Roger II crowned King of Sicily at Palermo (25 Dec. ). 

1131 The Gilbertine Order founded at Sempringham in Lincolnshire. 
1131-1144 Fulk King of Jerusalem. 

1133 (4 J une) Lothar III crowned as Emperor at Rome by Pope Innocent II. 

1135 (Mar.) The Diet of Bamberg ends the conflict between the Emperor 

Lothar III and the Hohenstaufen. 

Death of Henry I of England (1 Dec.). Succession of Stephen. 

1136 Lothar Ill’s second expedition to Italy. 

1137 (4 Dec.) Death of the Emperor Lothar III. 

1137-1180 Reign of Louis VII of France. 

1138 (25 Jan.) Death of the anti-Pope Anacletus II. 

(3 Mar.) Conrad III elected King of Germany. 

(Aug.) Battle of the Standard near Northallerton. 

1139 Second Lateran Council. 

Innocent II makes the Augustinian Rule compulsory on Canons Regular. 
Matilda lands in England. Outbreak of civil War. 

(22 July) Pope Innocent II defeated and captured by the Normans at 
the battle of the Garigliano. 

1140 Condemnation of Abelard at Sens at the instance of St Bernard. 

1141 (2 Feb.) Stephen taken prisoner at the battle of Lincoln. 

(3 Mar.) The Empress Matilda proclaimed Queen of England. 

Death of Hugh of St Victor, 
c. 1141 Compilation of Gratiaii s Decretum. 

1143 Communal rising at Rome. 

Foundation of the new city of Liibeck. 

1143- 1144 Celestine II Pope. 

1144 (25 Dec.) The Muslims capture Edessa. 

1144- 1145 Lucius II Pope. 

1144- 1163 Baldwin III King of Jerusalem. 

1145- 1153 Eugenius III Pope. 

1146 (31 Mar. ) St Bernard preaches the Second Crusade at the assembly at 

Vezelay. 

1147 Weudish massacre at Liibeck. The Wendish Crusade. 

Disasters to the Crusaders in Asia Minor. 

1148 Matilda leaves England. 

(July) Defeat of the Crusaders before Damascus. 

Trial of Gilbert de la Porree before the Pope at Rheims. 
c. 1148 The De Gonsideratione of St Bernard. 

1150 Henry becomes Duke of Normandy. 

1151 (13 Jan.) Death of Suger, Abbot of St Denis. 

(7 Sept.) Death of Geoffrey Plantagenet. Henry of Normandy succeeds 
. to Anjou and Maine. 

1152 (16 Feb.) Death of Conrad III. 

(4 Mar.) Election of Frederick Barbarossa as King of Germany at 
Frankfort. 

(May) Marriage of Eleanor of Aquitaine to Henry of Anjou. 

1153 (Mar.) Treaty of Constance between Frederick Barbarossa and Pope 

Eugenius III. 

Occupation of Bona. Norman dominion in Africa reaches its greatest 

(Nov.) Treaty of Wallingford between Stephen and Henry of Anjou. 
1154-1155 (Oct. ) Frederick Barbarossa s first expedition to Italy. 
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1154 (25 Oct) Death of Stephen of England. 

1154-1168 William I King of Sicily. 

1154-1159 Hadrian IV (Nicholas Breakspear) Pope. 

1154-1189 Henry II King of England. 

1155 Execution of Arnold of Brescia. 

(18 June) Frederick Barbarossa crowned Emperor at Rome by Pope 
Hadrian IV. 

1156 (28 May) The Normans defeat the Byzantines at Brindisi. 

Treaty of Benevento between the Kingdom of Sicily and the Papacy. 
(17 Sept.) Diet of Ratisbon establishes the power of Henry the Lion and 
creates the duchy of Austria. 

1157 (Oct.) Diet of Besanfon. 

1158 Peace between the Emperor Manuel and William I, King of Sicily. 
(July) Second expedition of Frederick Barbarossa to Italy. 

Surrender of Milan. 

Diet of Roncaglia. 

1159 Revolt of Milan. 

(7 Sept.) Disputed election of Alexander III and Victor IV as Pope. 

1160 (Jan.) Capture of Mahdlyah. End of the Norman dominion in Africa. 
(Feb.) Synod of Pavia. Frederick Barbarossa recognises the anti-Pope 

Victor IV. 

1160-1162 Final subjection of the Wends by Henry the Lion, 

1162 (Mar.) Capture and destruction of Milan by Frederick Barbarossa. 

Becket appointed Archbishop of Canterbury. 

1163-1174 Amaury I King of Jerusalem. 

1164 (Jan.) Constitutions of Clarendon. 

(Apr.) Death of the anti-Pope Victor IV. 

The Order of the Knights of Calatrava approved by Pope Alexander HI. 
c. 1164 Death of Peter the Lombard. 

1165 (23 Nov. ) Pope Alexander III enters Rome supported by Norman troops. 

1166 Assize of Clarendon. 

The Carta of Henry II of England. 

1166-1168 Frederick Barbarossa’s fourth expedition to Italy. 

1166-1189 William II King of Sicily. 

1167 Beginnings of the Lombard League, Milan rebuilt. 

(24 July) Frederick Barbarossa begins the siege of Rome. 

(Aug.) The German army driven from Rome by pestilence. 

1169 Conquest of Egypt for Nur-ad-Din of Damascus. 

1170 The Inquest of Sheriffs. 

(Aug.) Strongbow lands in Ireland. 

(29 Doc.) Murder of Becket in Canterbury Cathedral, 
c. 1170 Rise of the Universities. 

1171 Foundation of the Order of the Knights of Santiago. 

1171-1172 Henry II visits Ireland, and receives general submission. 
c, 1172 Writing of the Roman de Rou. 

1173- 1174 Rebellion in England. 

1174- 1177 Frederick Barbarossa’s fifth expedition to Italy. 

1174-1185 Baldwin IV King of Jerusalem. 

1174-1193 Reign of Saladin. 

1176 (29 May) Defeat of Frederick Barbarossa at Legnano. 

Treaty of Anagni between the Emperor and the Pope. End of the Papal 
schism. 

Assize of Northampton. 

1177 (23 July) Treaty of Venice. 

1179 (Mar.) Third Lateran Council. 

The Grand Assize (of Windsor). 

1180 (13 Apr.) Diet of Gelnhausen, Partition of the Duchy of Saxony. 

(24 J une) Diet of Ratisbon. Partition of the Duchy of Bavaria. 

Death of John of Salisbury. 

1181 Henry II’s Assize of Arms. 
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1181 Submission and exile of Henry the Lion. 

1181-1185 Lucius III Pope. 

1183 (J une) The Peace of Constance. 

1184 Diet of Mayence. 

(Sept.) Frederick Barbarossa’ s sixth journey to Italy. 

1185 Failure of William II of Sicily’s invasion of the Eastern Empire. 
1185-1187 Urban III Pope. 

1185-1186 Baldwin V King of Jerusalem. 

1186 (27 Jan.) Marriage of Henry VI of Germany to Constance of Sicily. 

1187 (4 July) Defeat of the Christians in Syria at Ilittin. 

(3 Oct.) Jerusalem taken by Saladin. 

1187 (Oct. -Dec.) Gregory VIII Pope. 

1187-1191 Clement III Pope. 

1188 The Saladin Tithe. 

1189 The Third Crusade. 

(3 Apr.) Peace of Strasbourg between Pope and Emperor. 

(May) Frederick Barbarossa goes on the Crusade. 

(6 July) Death of Henry II of England. 

(18 Nov.) Death of William II of Sicily. 

1190 (Jan.) Tancred of Lecce crowned King of Sicily. 

(10 June) Death of the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa. 

Foundation of the Teutonic Order. 

1191 (15 Apr,) Imperial coronation of Henry VI. 

Third Crusade. The Crusaders recover Acre (12 July). 

(7 Sept.) Richard Coeur-de-Lion defeats Saladin at Arsuf. 

1191-1198 Celestine III Pope. 

1192 (June) Concordat of Gravina. 

Truce with Saladin. 

1193 (14 Feb.) Richard Coeur-de-Lion surrendered to the Emperor by Duke 

Leopold of Austria. 

(Feb.) Death of Saladin, 

The Knights of St John initiate the movement for a new Crusade. 

1194 (3 Feb.) Release of Richard Coeur-de-Lion. 

(20 Feb, ) Death of Tancred, King of Sicily. 

(Mar.) Reconciliation between the Emperor Henry VI and the Welfs 
at Tilleda. 

(25 Dec.) Henry VI crowned King of Sicily. End of the Norman 
dominion. 

1195 (6 Aug.) Death of Henry the Lion. 

1196 (Apr.) Diet of Wurzburg. Henry VI attempts to make the German 

kingship hereditary. 

(Dec.) His son Frederick chosen king at Frankfort. 

1197 (28 Sept.) Death of the Emperor Henry VI. 

1198 (12 Dec.) Death of Averroes. 

1204 Capture of Constantinople by the Fourth Crusade. 

c. 1210 Latin translations from Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the West, 

1210 The study of certain books of Aristotle forbidden to the University of 
Paris. 

1215 Fourth Lateran Council. 

1219 The Fifth Crusade. 

(5 Nov.) The Crusaders capture Damietta. 

St Francis of Assisi in Egypt. 

1221 Restoration of Damietta to the Saracens, 
c. 1225 Composition of the Sachsenspiegel. 

1226 The Teutonic Order undertakes the conquest of the heathen Prussians. 
1228 Frederick II recovers Jerusalem. 

1234 Gregory IX’s Collection: of Decretals. 

1244 (23 Aug.) The Khwarazmian Turks capture Jerusalem. 

(17 Oct.) Defeat of the Franks at Gaza. 

1248-54 St Louis’ First Crusade. 
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1250-1258 Bracton writes his Be Legibus et Consuetudinibus Angliae. 

1252. William of Rubruquis sent on a mission to the Great Khan. 

1253 Pope Innocent IV forms the first Missionary Society since the con- 

version of the West. 

1254 Alfonso of Castile issues the Fue.ro Real. 

1256-1285 Compilation of the Partidas. 

c. 1260 Death of Accursius the Glossator. 

1268 Capture of Jaffa and Antioch by the Mamluk Sultan Baibars. 

1270 St Louis IX of France starts on his Second Crusade. 

1273-1314 Missionary activity of Raymond Lull. 

1274 (7 Mar.) Death of St Thomas Aquinas. 

1277 Siger of Brabant condemned by the Inquisition of France. 

1280 Death of Albert of Cologne (Albertus Magnus). 

1286 Death of William of Moerbeke, the translator from the Greek. 

1289 Capture of Tripolis by the Mamluk Sultan Qala’un. 

1291 (18 May) Storm of Acre by the Mamluks. End of the Kingdom of 
Jerusalem. 

1294 Death of Roger Bacon. 

1298 Boniface VlII's Decretals (the Sext). 

1308 Death of Duns Scotus. 

1335 Pope Benedict XII issues new constitutions for White monks (Cister- 

cians). 

1336 New constitutions issued for Black monks (Benedictines and Cluniacs). 
1339 New constitutions issued for the Austin canons. 

1357 Death of Bartolus of Sassoferrato, the Commentator. 

1395 The Congregation (reformed Canons) of Windesheim founded in 
Germany. 

1421 The reformed Benedictine congregation of Santa Giustina founded in 
Italy. 

1430 William of Lyndwood finishes his Commentary on the provincial con- 
stitutions of the Archbishops of Canterbury. 

1495 Erection of the Reichskammergericht and final Reception of Roman 
Law in Germany. 
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Abbeville, commune of, 649, 651 
Abbo, abbot of Fleury, 663 
‘Abdallah ibn Hauqal, Muslim emir in 
Sicily, 176 

‘Abdallah ibn Maimun, a leader of the 
Ismahlians, 244 ; his propaganda, ib. 
‘Abd-ar-Bahman, Arab poet, at Sicilian 
court, 207 

Abelard, nephew of Bobert Guiscard, 173; 
revolts of, 176, 178 sq.; flees to Greece, 
180; fresh revolt of, 182 
Abelard, Peter, his career and philosophy, 
796sqq. ; compared with Hugh of St Victor, 
803 ; influence on Peter the Lombard, 804 ; 
attacked by Walter of St Victor, 804; 
and Arnold of Brescia, 372 ; 680 
Abernethy, 517 
Abingdon, abbot of, 577 
Abingdon, History of, on the Justiciar, 577 
Abruzzi, the, 169, 178 sq., 187, 202 
Abu-ad-Dah, Arab poet, 207 
Abu ‘All al-Mansur al-Hakim, Patimite 
Caliph, see Hakim 

Abu'l-fada’il S"a‘id-ad-Daulah, see Sa‘Id-ad- 
Daulah 

Abu’l-fida, Arab historian, 257 note, 258 
note 

Abu’l-hasan ‘All az-Zahir, see Zahir 
AbuT-jaish Khumarawaih, Tulunid, his 
rule in Egypt, 244 sq. 

AbuT-Mahasin, Arab historian, on treaty 
between Greeks and Fatimites, 251 note 
Abu’l-mish Kaffir, see Kafur 
Abu’l-qasim Ahmad al-Musta‘lI, see Musta‘ll 
Abu mansur Nizar al-‘Aziz, see ‘Aziz 
Abu Muhammad Lulu al-kabir, see Lulu 
Abu-qubais, castle, 252 
Abu Tamim Ma‘add al-Mu‘izz, see Mu'izz 
Abu tamim Ma‘add al-Mustansir, see Mus- 
tansir . 

Abu Ya'lft, Arab historian, 263 note 
Acca, schooling of, 771 
Accursii, Franciscus, jurist, 757 
Accursius, the glossator, 737 sq., 748 
Aequapendente, 102 

Acre, 248 sq., 262, 264 ; submits to Godfrey 
of Bouillon, 300; captured by Baldwin I, 
304, 329 ; siege of, in Third Crusade, 310 
sq. ; factions among Christians in, 317 ; 
refuge for Tripolitans, ib,; fall of, 318 sq., 
825, 330; 462 note 

Adalbero, archbishop of Bremen, supports 
Anaclctus II, 342; imprisoned by Henry 
the Lion, 356* the Wends and, 355 
Adalbero, archbishop of Trbves, secures elec- 
tion of Conrad III, 346 ; his gains after 
the conference at W orms, 347 ; his defiance 
of Innocent II, 350 sq. 


Adalbero, bishop of Wurzburg, expelled 
from his city, 120 ; temporarily restored, 
144 ; death of, 92 

Adalbert, archbishop of Bremen, refuses the 
Papacy, 22 ; enforces reform decrees, 27 ; 
papal vicar for the Baltic lands, 29, 34; 
his dominant position in North Germany, 
114; associated in government with Anno, 
44, 115; supersedes Anno, 115 sq.; victory 
in Hungary, 115 ; receives many grants 
from Henry IV, 115 sq. ; his overthrow, 
116; his influence over Henry IV’s policy 
in Saxony, 128 note, ISO ; death of, 49 ; 
117, 398 

Adalbert, archbishop of Mayenee, a chief 
enemy of Henry V* 156 sq. ; his character, 
and aims, 158 ; breach with Henry V, 
158 sq., 104; reconciled .with Henry V, 
160 ; revolts against Henry, ib. ; the centre 
of revolt, 161 sq.; tries to provoke Calix- 
tus II to act against Henry V , 108 , 162 sq . ; 
his influence at Lothar Ill’s election, 166, 
335 

Adalbert, St, bishop of Prague, 4 
Adalbert, St, the first bishop in Pomerania, 
165; saves Stettin, 355 
Adalbert, archbishop of Bavenna, deposed 
by Henry H, 16 

Adalbert, son of Vladislav of Bohemia, 
archbishop of Salzburg, 389, 395 
Adalbert, bishop of Worms, expelled by 
citizens, 132 
Adalferio, St, 668 

Adalman, archbishop of Milan, supported 
by citizens, 213 

Adam, abbot of Ebrach, sent by Frederick I 
on embassy to Borne, 382 
Adam of Lucca, abbot of Farfa, 5 
Adam du Petit Pont, his logic, 808 
Adana, crusaders welcomed at, 288 
Adelaide, Empress, wife of Otto the Great, 
662 

Adelaide (Praxedis), wife of Henry IV, see 
Praxedis 

Adelaide, sister-in-law of Henry IV, marries 
Budolf of Swabia, 113 
Adelaide, mother of Roger II of Sicily, her 
regency and death, 184 
Adelaide, second wife of Henry I of England, 
539 

Adelaide of Maurienne, wife of Louis VI of 
France, 621 

Adelaide of Voliburg, first wife of Frederick I, 
divorced, 390 

Adelaide, countess of Turin and Savoy, 13 
note 

Adelard of Bath, his philosophy, 810; 
studies Arabic, 553 
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Ademar, bishop of Puy, madepapal represen- 
tative in First Crusade, 273 
‘Adil (Saphadin), Sultan of Egypt, brother 
of Saladin, 315, 479 
Admont, monastery of, 395 
Adolf of Altena, archbishop of Cologne, 
opposes Henry Vi’s plans for making king- 
ship hereditary, 474 sq. 

Adolf , count of Dassei, and Henry the Lion, 
460' ' 

Adolf II of Schauenburg, count of Holstein, 

: and German expansion eastwards, 354 
sqq. ; his wars with the Wends, 398; 
founds Liibeek, 400; his death, 398 
Adolf III of Schauenberg, count of Holstein, 
406 ; supports Philip of Cologne against 
Frederick I, 408 ; goes on Third Crusade, 
460 sq. ; returns to Germany and recovers 
his lands, 465 

Aelfric, abbot of Eynsham, 775 
Aesgar the Staller, declares for Edgar the 
Aetheling, 501 

Aethelwold, bishop of Winchester, and Eng- 
lish monasteries, 663 

Afdal, vizier of Egypt, captures Jerusalem, 264 
Africa, North (Barbary), 239; Idrlsids and 
Aghlabids in, 242 ; Fatimite Caliphate in, 
244; Zairids of, 177, 226; pirates of, 
226, 266 sq.; 225; first Norman attempts 
to establish themselves in, 184 ; Roger IPs 
conquests in, 189 sq.; loss of Norman 
possessions in, 194 sq. ; Henry VI and, 
472 sq. 

‘Afshln, Turkish leader, 261; ravages 
Northern Syria, 263 
Agapetus I, Pope, 766 
Agde, council of (506), 11 
Agnes, Empress, crowned, 22; regent for 
Henry IY, 31, 33, 112 sqq. ; her disposal 
of patronage, 113 sq., 122; relations with 
Italy, 35, 114 ; deprived of regency, 44, 
114 sq.; 21, 59 sq., 64 
Agnes, daughter of Henry IV, marries Duke 
Frederick I of Swabia, 140 ; second mar- 
riage, to Margrave Liutpold of Austria, 
154; her children, 153, 154 note, 351 
Agnes, daughter of Duke Rudolf of Swabia, 
marries Berthold of Zahringen, 140 
Agnes of Saarbruck, second wife of Frede- 
rick II of Swabia, defends Spires against 
Lothar III, 339 

Agnes, cousin of Henry YI, marries Henry, 
son of Henry the Lion, 469 
Ahmad ibn ‘Abdallah, head of Isma‘ Ilians, 
244 

Ahmad ibn Husain, al-Mutanabbi, see Muta- 
nabbi 

Ahmad ibn Tulun, first independent emir in 

S t, 244 

Shah, Turkish leader, 261 
Aicard, archbishop of Arles, establishes 
commune there, 635 

Ailward, the chamberlain, and Henry H, 
567 

Aim6 of Monte Cassino, chronicler, his 


account of arrival of Normans in S. Italy, 
168; his description of Pandulf III, 169 
Aimeri, bishop of Clermont, and Louis YI, 
598 

Aire, 599 

Aistulf, King of the Lombards, 210, 730 
Aitherius, bishop of Lisieux, and schools, 
770 sq. 

Aix-la-Chapelle, Henry IY enthroned at, 31; 
Henry Y crowned at, 148; Lothar III, 
crowned at, 336; rising against Lothar 
at, 338; Conrad III crowned at, 346, 368 ; 
352 ; Conrad’s son Henry crowned at, 353; 
Frederick I crowned at, 382; Henry YI 
crowned at, 407 ; 475 ; seat of count- 
palatine, 118; council of (817), 13, 660; 
659 

Aix, province of, 90 

Al-aftakxn, governor of Damascus, captured 
by Fatimites, 248 

Al-‘ainl,' Arab historian, on treaty between 
Greeks and Fatimites, 251 note 
Alais, sister of Philip Augustus, 572 
Alais, heiress of Humbert III of Maurienhe, 
betrothed to John Lackland, 567 
Alan of Lille (Alanus delnsulis), philosophy 
of, 810 

Alan, count of Rennes, made a guardian of 
William of Normandy, 492 
Alan of Richmond, count, supports William 
H, 522 

Alaric H, his Breviarium Alariciamm, 721, 
sq- ■' 

Al-'Arlsh, southern limit of kingdom of 
Jerusalem, 301 
Albano, 96 

Al-Barak, crusaders’ victory at, 290 
Alberic, abbot of Citeaux, 672 
Alberic of Rheims, and Abelard, 798 
Alberic of Rome, drives Campo from Farfa, 
5; Odo of Cluny and, 662 
Alberic of Tuseulum, father of Pope Bene- 
dict IX, 17 

Albericus of Rosate, jurist, 740 
Albert of Austria, and monastic reform, 693 
Albert the Bear, of Ballenstadt, the Saxon 
rival of the Welfs, 152 sq. ; appointed 
margrave of the East Mark by Lothar 
of Saxony, 164 ; deprived, 339 sq. ; aids 
missionaries in Pomerania, 343 ; receives 
duchy of Saxony from Conrad III, 346; 
loses Saxony, 347 sq. ; the Wends and, 
355, 398; obtains North Mark, 343, 350; 
and Brandenburg, 344, 357; rivalry with 
Henry the Lion, 384, 401; death of, 402; 
405 

Albert of Morra, see Gregory VIII, Pope 
Albert of the Sabina, anti-Pope, 96 
Albert of Wettin, margrave of Meissen, 
465 

Albert, uncle of Baldwin, count of Hainault, 
candidate for bishopric of Li&ge, 466 
Albert, brother of Henry duke of Brabant, 
papal candidate for the bishopric of Liege, 
466; driven out and murdered, 466 sq. 
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Albert of Aix, chronicler, on Peter the Her- 
mit’s crusade, 275; his estimates of num- 
bers, 277 sq., 298; on Alexius and Godfrey, 
282 note ; on First Crusade, 281 
Alberti, counts of Prato, their wars with 
Florence, 224 

Albertus Magnus, and Roger Bacon, 814; 

and Aristotle, 818 sq., 821, 824 
Albi, see of, 10 ; commune of, 650 
Albini, Nigel de, endowed by Henry I, 536 
Albini, William de, of Bel voir, 534 ; endowed 
by Henry I, 536 

Albini, William de, earl of Sussex (or Arun- 
del), made earl, 548; supports Henry II, 
568 sq.; 582 

Al-Buqai'ah, Nicephorus in, 247 : 

Alcantara, Order of, 333, 683 
Aleiat, Andrew, the jurist, 741, 752 
Alcobaqa, abbey, 683 

Alcuin, at the court of Charles the Great, 
772 sqq. ; 659, 776, 784 
Aldobrandeschi, feudal lords in Tuscany, 225 
Alenqon, 488,517, 530, 541, 543 
Aleppo, capital of Saif-ad-Daulah, 245 sqq.; 
position at, on death of Saif-ad-Daulah, 
246, 250 ; under Sa‘d-ad-Daulah, 250 sq. ; 
captured by the Greeks, 246 sq., 249; dis- 
puted between Byzantines and Egypt, 251 
sq. ; Lulu emir of , 254 ; annexed by Egypt, 
255; tributary to Byzantines, 256 sqq.; 
captured by Egyptians, 258; rule of 
Thumalin,258 sq.; and Turkish. invasion, 
260 sqq.; under Seljuqs, 263 sq.; 290, 
293, 295; captured by ZangJ, 306 
Aleramids, see montferrafc, marquesses of 
Alessandria, foundation of, 442 ; siege of by 
Frederick I, 403, 445 sq.; temporarily re- 
named Cesarea, 452 

Alexander II, Pope (Anselm of Baggio), and 
the Patarines, 40 sqq.; bishop of Lucca, 
33, 40, 52 ; election as Pope, 43; contest 
with Cadalus, 43 sq. , 115 ; his pontificate, 
45 sqq.; reforms under, 45 sq., 678; and 
England, 45 sq., 497 ; and the Normans, 
45, 76 sq., 178 ; and reformers at Milan, 
47 sqq. ; conflict with Henry IV, 49, 59, 
130; death of, 49, 51; character of his 
rule, 49 sq.; power of Papacy under, 50; 
4, 34, 37 sq., 52 sq., 60, 83 
Alexander III, Pope (Roland Bandinelli, 
cardinal of St Mark and papal chancellor), 
viii, x sq.; his summa, 742; papal legate 
atBesanqon, 390 sq., 424 sq.; his disputed 
©leetionto Papacy ,194, 430 sq. ; bis letters to 
Frederick 1, 432 ; refuses to attend synod of 
Pavia, 483 ; excommunicates Frederick I, 
434 sq.; in France, 435 sqq., 617 sqq.; forms 
a league of Lombard cities, 437 ; returns to 
Rome, 439 ; and the kings of Sicily, ib. , 196, 
198 sq.; attacked by Frederick, 440 ; flees 
from Rome, 441; growing strength of, 
443 ; recognised by Frederick I, 447 ; and 
treaty of Anagni, 447 sq. ; and Peace of 
Venice, 449 sq., 454 sq.; reconciled with 
Frederick I, 450; summons Third Lateran 


Council, 451 ; and Becket, 562 sqq.; and 
the fall of Henry the Lion, 407 ; and lay 
patronage, 8; and Order of Calatrava, 
682; last years of, 454 sq. ; death of, 451; 
383, 388 sq., 394 sqq., 402, 407, 459 
Alexander IV, Pope, and Aquinas, 819 
Alexander VI, Pope, 695 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, commentator on 
Aristotle, 811 

Alexander, bishop of Lincoln, arrested by 
Stephen, 545 

Alexandretta, see Iskanderun 
Alexandria, Byzantine fleet at, 257 
Alexius I Comnenus, Eastern Emperor, his 
war with the Normans, 77 sq., 181 sq.; his 
wars with Turks, 270 ; appeals to Urban II, 
94, 270 ; his part in the inception of First 
Crusade, 271 sq.; his policy during First 
Crusade, 279 sq.; success of his negotia- 
tions with Latins, 283 sq.; his claim to 
Antioch, 294 

Alexius II Comnenus, Eastern Emperor, his 
. dethronement, 199 

Alexius III Angelus, Eastern Emperor, 

’ 473, 479 

Alexius, Greek general, 194 
Alexius, pretender to Eastern Empire, 199 
Alfonso VI, King of Castile, 191 
Alfonso VIII, King of Castile, and the nun- 
nery of Las Huelgas, 681 
Alfonso X, King of Castile, and Castilian 
law, 774 

Algazel, Arab philosopher, 817 
‘All ibn ‘Arnmar, of Tripolis, 264 
Alice, daughter of Baldwin H, King of Jeru- 
salem, marries Bohemond II, 301, 305 
Alice, Queen of Cyprus, 315 
Alice (Petronilla), second wife of Ralph of 
Vermandois, 606 
Aljubarrota, victory of, 683 
Allier, river, 598 

Almira (Halmyrus), pillaged by William I 
of Sicily, 193 

Almohades, the, Normans and, 190, 194, 
200; Henry VI and, 472 
Altie, river, 571 
Alnwick, 524, 571 
Alnwick, bishop of Lincoln, 690 
Alofoes, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Alost, 601 

Alp Arslan, Seljuq Sultan, receives allegiance 
of Aleppo, 261; invades Syria, ib. 

Alphege (Aelfheah), St, and Becket, 564 
Alphonse- Jourdain, count of Toulouse, and 
Louis VII, 605 

Alsace, 24, 27 ; cours colongeres in, 652 sqq. 
Altdorf, original home of Welfs, 119 note 
Altenburg, 405 

Altmann, bishop of Passau, papal legate in 
Germany, 68 ; hostile to Henry IV, 139 ; 
death of, 92 
Alton, 529 

Altopascio, Order of, 683 
Alured of Marlborough, 508 
Alvastra, Cistercian abbey, 677 
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Amalarius , dean of Metz , Ms code for clergy, 

661 I.":'.; 

Amalfi, republic of, 167, 216; subdued: by 
Guiscard, 179; 180, 183, 193; decline of, 
226 sq. ; commerce of, 328 sq.; 367 
Amalrie of Bene, and John the Scot, 787 
Amatus, bishop of Oloron, papal legate in 
France, 82 sq. ; archbishop of Bordeaux, 
88 

Amaury I, King of Jerusalem, extends power 
of the High Court in Jerusalem, 304 ; his 
rule, 308; relations with Egypt, ib,; and 
with Nur-ad-Dln, ib.; death of, 309; 317 
Amaury II of Luslgnan, King of Cyprus, 314 ; 
marries Isabella, sister of Baldwin IV, ib.', 
succeeds to kingdom of Jerusalem, ib.; and 
Henry VI, 473; 317 

Amaury III, King of Jerusalem and Cyprus, 
314 

Amaury de Montfort, and Henry I, 536; 

and Louis VI, 596 
Ambierle, near Lyons, 664 
Ambridres, "William I builds castle at, 495 
Ambrogio of Camaldoli, 695 
Ambrose, St, bishop of Milan, 28, 53 ' 

Amesbury, nunnery, 671 
Amiens, commune at, 627, 637, 642, 645, 
649, 651 

‘Amman, captured by Turks, 262 
Amyas of Giovenazzo, revolts against Robert 
Guiscard, 176, 178 

Anaoletus II, anti-Pope, see Peter Pierleoni 
Anagni, formation of league against Emperor 
at (1159), 194; death of Hadrian IV at, 
430 ; treaty of (1176) , 403,447 sq., 455 ; 395 
Anastasius II, Pope, 709 
Anastasius IV, Pope, accepts Wichmann as 
archbishop of Magdeburg, 392 ; relations 
with Frederick I, 414 sq. ; his death, 415 
Ancona, and Manuel 1, 191 , 1 94 ; and Frede- 
rick I, 422, 426, 440 sq.; 472 
Ancyra, council of (314), and celibacy, 11 
Andemach, Henry V defeated at, 159 
Andorra, commune of, 655 
Andreae, Joannes, the canonist, 742 
Andrew , King of Hungary, makes peace 
with the Empire, 113 ; death of, ib. 
Andrew, count of Rupis Canina, rebels 
against William I of Sicily, 194 
Andronicus I Comnenus, Eastern Emperor, 
relations with William II of Sicily, 199 ; 
deposed, 473 

Angers, First Crusade preached at, 95 ; 670 
Angilbert, at the court of Charles the Great, 
772 

Anglesey, 525 

Aniane, monastery of, 659 sq.; see also 
Benedict, St, of Aniane 
Aniene, river, 421 ' 

Anizi-le-Chdtcau, 630 
Anjou, county of, 491, 494, 498, 518, 551, 
554 sq., 567, 592, 602, 604, 609, 613; 
monastieism in, 671 ; counts of, 598, 
601 sq. ; see Fulk, Geoffrey, Henry II of 
England 


Anna Comnena, historian, on the First 
Crusade, 281, 282 note 
Anno, archbishop of Cologne, letter of Peter 
Damian to, 44 ; intriguing for power, 114 ; 
his coup d'itat at Kaiserswerth, 44, 115, 
129 ; his period of power, 115 ; superseded 
by Adalbert, 45, 115; new bid for power 
fails, 116; Gregory VII and, 52 note, 60, 
62; revolt of Cologne against, 120, 132; 
death of, 133 note ; his canonisation, 116 ; 
117 

Anselm of Baggio, bishop of Lucca, see 
Alexander II, Pope 

Anselm, St, archbishop of Canterbury, 
made archbishop, 526; his quarrel with 
William II, ib., 666; at papal court, 89, 
95 ; and Council of Bari, 95 ; Pasehal II 
and, 96; recalled by Henry I, 528; his 
quarrel with Henry I, 99 sq., 531 sq. ; 
his death, 532; his theological works* 
792 sqq.; 90, 97, 109 

Anselm Pnsterla, archbishop of Milan, 
crowns Conrad of Hohenstaufen, 363 ; 
abandoned by Milanese, 366 
Anselm, archbishop of Ravenna, 419 
Anselm, abbot of Bury St Edmunds, 553 
Anselm, bishop of Lucca, rising against, 
220; 57 note 

Ansfred, a tenant of Ricbardll of Normandy, 
487 ■ 

Anthony, St, Life of, 1 
Antioch, 245; annexed by Byzantines, 247 ; 
249 sqq. ; 255, 257, 260; besieged by 
‘Afshin, 261 ; captured by Sulaiman, 263 ; 
capture of, by Turks, Christian feeling 
stirredby, 269; objective of the crusaders, 
286 ; siege of, by crusaders, 289 sqq.; cap- 
ture of, 292 sq.; plague in, 295 ; extent 
of principality of, 301 ; its rulers, 301 sq.; 
Assises of, 304 ; captured by Baibars, 
317 ; 412; princes of, see Bohemond, 
Raymond, Roger, Tancred 
Antiquiores Consuetndines, of Ulrich, 664 
Anushtalun ad-dizbirl, Fatimite general, 
255 ; governor of Damascus, ib., 257; de- 
feats Nasr ibn Salih, 258; disgrace and 
death of, ib. 

Appleby, 570 

Apulia, proto-communes in, 216; Byzan- 
tine province, 167 ; revolt of Melo, 1(58 sq.; 
renewed revolt, 171 ; : Norman conquest of, 
171 sqq; ; Robert Guiscard becomes duke 
of, 175; Norman revolts in, 176, 178, 
180, 182; weakness of dukes, 183, 185 ; 
accession of Roger II, 185; 192 sq., 196, 
362, 366 sq., 458, 461 sqq., 471, 493 sq., 
498 ; dukes of, see Eobert, Roger, William 
AAqabah, gulf of, 301 

Aq-sonqor, Qasim-ad-Daulah , of Aleppo, 
264 

Aquileia* patriarch of* and Grado, 18 
Aquinas, St Thomas, his Summa Theologiae, 
331 sq., 812, 819 sqq.; and Aristotle, 819 
sqq.; and Averroism, ib.; opposition to 
him, 822 sqq.; 810 
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Aquino, counts of, defeated by Richard of 
Aversa, 173; 416 

Aquitaine, 82 ; Louis VII and, 604 sq„ 609 
sq. ; Henry II, duke of, 554, 556, 567, 572, 
575, 609 sqq., 613 ; monasteries of, 659; 
dukes of , see E leanor > Henry II, Louis YII, 
Richard, William 
Arab philosophy, 811 sq. , 814 sqq. 

Aragon, placed under papal protection, xi, 
90; Henry YI and, 472; law in, 745 sq.; 
Cistercians in, 677; King of, 628, 638; 
see also Peter 

Arbois, charter of, 643, 650 
Arbroath, monastery, 678 
Arce, 464 

Archambaud, and the lordship of Bourbon, 
598 

Ardoin, leader of Normans, revolts against 
Byzantines, 170 sqq. 

Arduin, King of Italy, 15 
Arelate, see Arles, Burgundy 
Arezzo, Victor II dies at, 32 ; dispute over 
diocesan boundaries with Siena, 212; 

' consuls at, 220 ; hostility of Florence to, 
228 ; bishop and government of, 232 ; 102, 
667 

Argentan, 486, 490, 526, 543, 550, 564; 

vicomte of, see Robert of Belldme 
Argyrus, son of Melo, eatapan, revolts 
against Byzantines, 171; deserts Nor- 
mans, ib, ; defeated by Normans, 29; 
relations with Leo IX, 173 
Ariald, deacon, reforms of, at Milan, 40 sqq.; 
excommunicated by the archbishop, 41 ; 
goes to Rome, 41; attacks local usages at 
Milan, 47; leaves Milan, 48; murdered, ib. 
Ariano, counts of, take Normans into their 
pay, 169; assises of, 204 
Aribert, archbishop of Milan, leads capitanei 
in war against vavassors, 17, 217 sq.; in- 
vents the carroccio, 218; driven out, 18, 
219 ; reinstated, 20; 39 
Aribo, archbishop of Mayence, 16, 18, 45 
Arimanni, 217; their management of com- 
mon lands, 211 note 

Aristotle, Ghap, xxnx passim ; early medieval 
knowledge of, 331, 789 sq.; the “new” 
Aristotle of the thirteenth century, 811 
sqq.; medieval translations of, 331 sq., 
812 sqq. 

Arles, Hadrian IV at, 415; commune of, 
629, 635, 646, 650; kingdom of, 626; see 
: - also Burgundy 

Arlette, mother of William I, the Conqueror, 
492; married to Herluin of Contevilie, 496 
Armenia, bishopric founded in, 326; 252, 
260 

Armenia Minor (Little), 287, 318, 473 
Armenians, 252, 260, 412; alliance of cru- 
saders with, 286 sq. 

Arno of Salzburg, at^the court of Charles the 
Great, 772, 774 

Arnold, archbishop of Cologne, his embassy 
to Italy, 379 sq.; crowns Frederick 1, 382; 
419 


Arnold, archbishop of Mayence, his election, 
394; his quarrels with the nobles, 387; 
and with the people of Mayence, 388; 
murdered, ib. 

Arnold, archbishop of Ravenna, 16 
Arnold, archbishop of Treves, 393 
Arnold of Brescia, his career and character, 
371 sq.; his defence of Abelard, 372 ; sent 
by EugeniusIII to Rome, ib. ; his influence 
in Rome, ib., 377; his relations with 
Hadrian IV, 414 sqq.; his'execution, 418; 
463 

Arnold of Denmark, claimant to Flanders, 
599 sq. 

Arnold of Liibeck, chronicler, on the fall of 
Henry the Lion, 407; on Celestine III, 
468 note 

Arnulf, bishop of Lisieux, and Henry II, 
557 sq. ; sent as envoy to France, 614 
Amulf, son of Roger of Montgomery, 525; 

banished by Henry I, 580 
Arnulf, Milanese chronicler, 42, 64 
Arpajon, castle, 596 

‘Arqah (Area), castle of, 252; besieged by 
crusaders, 295 

Arques, town, 486, 490, 550, 609; vicomti , 
485, 491 ; count of, 485 , 493 sq . 

Arras, Louis VII and, 599 sqq.; gild at, 
637 

Arrouaise, monastery, 679, 681, 688 
Arslan al-BasasIrl, Turkish emir, 259 
Arslan, Qilij, see Qilij -Arslan 
Arsuf, captured by Baldwin I, 304, 329; 
Saladin defeated at, 311; captured by 
Baibars, 317 
Artah, 259, 261 

Arthur of Brittany, nephew of Richard I, 
201 

Artois, 498 

Arundel, castle, 530, 545; honour of, 548; 

earl of, 814, and see Albini 
Asad-ad-Daulah ‘Atiyah, see ‘Atlyah ibn 
§a!ih 

Asealon, victory of crusaders at, 296 sq.; 
county of, 302 ; captured by Baldwin III, 
308; 311 

Aselettin, Norman adventurer, 169, 173 
Asclettm, chancellor of William I of Sicily, 
192 

Ash'ari, Arab philosopher, 817 
Ashridge, canons of, 683 
Asseburg, count of, Henry the Lion and, 
401 

Assises, of the Kingdom of Jerusalem, 303 
sq.; of Ariano, 204 
Assize of Arms , 572 
Assize of Clarendon, 584 sqq. 

Assize of Northampton, 584 sqq. 

Assize of Windsor ( Grand Assize ), 587 
Asti, rising against bishop, 40; consuls at, 
220; geographical position of, 229; her 
chief foes, ib.; destroyed by Frederick I, 
417 

Atenolf H, duke of Gaeta, grants privileges 
to city, 216 
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Atenolf, abbot of Monte Cassino, takes Nor- 
mans into his pay, 169 
Atenolf, brother of the Prince of Beneyento, 
leader against Byzantines, 171 
Athalaric, king of the Ostrogoths, and 
schools of rhetoric, 766 
Atharib, boundary between Greeks and 
Muslims, 247 

Ather, Guiscard dies at promontory of, 182 
‘Atiyah ibn Salih, Asad-ad-Daulah, emir of 
Aleppo, 259 sq. 

At-siz ibn Abaq, emir of Damascus, 262 sq. 
Atto, elected archbishop of Milan by Patar- 
ines, 48; confirmed by Pope, 49; opposed 
by imperial nominees, 49, 65 
Auberea, repudiated wife of Robert Guiscard, 
174 

Augsburg, council of (952), 9, 14; 28, 35; 
diet of (1062), declares for Alexander II, 
44, 115; proposed council at, to judge 
Henry IY, 68 sq., 136; sack of, by 
Lothar III, 340; 337, 346, 400, 456 sq., 
462 note 

Augustine, St, 1, 12, 53, 57; Rule of, 661, 
678 sqq. ; see also Austin canons 
Aumale, 495, 569 
Ausonius, the rhetor, 766 
Austin canons, 678 sqq., 683; supported by 
Urban II, 89 ; new constitutions of (1339) , 
689 

Austrasia, 12 

Austria, creation of duchy of, 385 ; 475 ; 
margraves and dukes of, see Henry Jaso- 
mirgott, Leopold, Liutpold 
Autun, 94 

Auvergne, 598, 614; count of, 598, 615 
Auvrai, son of Tancred de Hauteville, 170 
Avellino, Roger II meets Anaeletus at, 
364 

Avencebrol, philosophy of, 817 
Averroes (Ibn Rushd), Arabian philosopher, 
331, 811 sq., 817, 821 sq. 

Aversa, establishment of Normans under 
Rainulf at, 169 sq., 491; 462; captured 
by Henry VI, 464 

Avicenna (Ibn Sina), Arabian philosopher, 
331, 816 sq. 

Avignon, reforming synod at, 39 ; commune 
of, 644 sq., 650; 679 
Avon, river, 500 

Avranches, cathedral of, 491; Henry II 
absolved at, 566 sq. ; viscounts of, see 
Chester, earls of 

Avranchin, the, 483, 491, 523, 550 
Axholme, Isle of, 570 
Axuch, Byzantine Grand Domestic, 194 
Aymard, abbot of Cluny, 663 
Aymon Vaire-Yaehe, and Louis VI, 598 
Ayyiib, Sultan of Egypt, allies with Khwa- 
razmians, 315 

Ayyub, son of Tamim, Zairid, defeated by 
Normans, 177 

‘Azaz, Greek army forced to retreat at, 256 
‘Aziz, Fatimite Caliph, secures control of 
Damascus, 249; dealings with Aleppo, 


250 sq. ; first treaty with Greeks, 251; 
renewed war with Greeks, 251 sq.; his 
death, 252 

Azo, the glossator, 737; his influence on 
Bracton, 758 sq. 

Azo, an Italian marquess, lays claim to the 
county of Maine, 517 

Azzo, grandfather of Boniface of Tuscany, 
23 

Azzo, bishop of Acqui, envoy of Calixtus II 
to Henry V, 107 

Azzo, marquess of Este, marries the Welf 
heiress Cunegunda, 129 note, 337 note, 
386 

Azzo, dean of Magdeburg, 392 
Baalbek, 252, 255 

Babenbergs, Agnes, daughter of Henry IV, 
ancestress of, 154; see Austria, Bavaria, 
Henry Jasomirgott, Leopold, Liutpold 
Bacon, Roger, and the translation of Aris- 
totle, 813 sq.; his downfall, 824 sq.; his 
philosophy, 825 sq. 

Badr-al-jamali, governor of Acre and Sidon, 
262; occupies Cairo and rules Egypt, ib, ; 
defeats Turks, 262; receives allegiance of 
Acre, Tyre, Sidon, and Jubaii, 264 
B4g4, 616 

Baghi Siyan, see YaghI Bassan 
Bagbras, Greek garrison at, 247 
Bagnara, occupied by Richard I, 201 
Bahrain, power of Qarmatians in, 244 
BaibarsBunduqdarI,Mamluk Sultan, defeats 
Franks at Gaza, 315; becomes Sultan, 
317; captures Antioch and Jaffa, ib.; makes 
a truce with Edward I, 317 
Baisan, Greek army at, 249 
Bakjur, emir of Aleppo, attacks Aleppo, 
250 ; his career, 250 sq. 

Balatunus, castle, 257 
Baldric of Dol, his report of Urban IPs 
speech at Clermont, 265 
Balclus of the Ubaldi, the jurist, 740 
Baldwin I, King of Jerusalem, brother of 
Godfrey of Bouillon, and First Crusade, 
274; resigns claim to Cilicia, 287; estab- 
lishes county of Edessa, 287, 301; his 
rivalry with Tancred, 288 ; extends his 
conquests, 295 ; gives Edessa to Baldwin 
du Bourg, 301; his rule in Jerusalem, 
304; 184 

Baldwin II du Bourg, King of Jerusalem, 
made count of Edessa, 301; gives Edessa 
to Joscelin of Courtenay, 301; assumes 
government of Antioch, 301; his rule over 
Jerusalem, 304 sq. 

Baldwin HI, King of Jerusalem, 308 
Baldwin IV, King of Jerusalem, 309 
Baldwin V, King of Jerusalem, 309 
Baldwin V, count of Flanders, 599 
Baldwin VI, count of Flanders, 599 
Baldwin IV, count of Hainault, claims 
Flanders, 599 

Baldwin V, count of Hainault, his relations 
with Frederick I, 409 sqq. 
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Baldwin, a general of William II of Sicily, 
199 

Balearic Isles, conquered by Pisans, 226 
Balian of Ibelin, 610 

Balian of Sidon, on laws of the kingdom 
of Jerusalem, 303 
Balliol, Gilbert de, 577 
Balliol, Joscelin de, 563 
Balsamon, Theodore, commentator on Greek 
canon law, 708, 719 sq. 

Baltic lands, archbishop Adalbert of Bremen 
and, 22, 29 ; trade in, 400 
Bamberg, 15, 28 ; diets at, 108, 163, 340 sq., 
345; 141; death of Conrad in at, 358; 
165, 338, 346 
Bamburgh, 544, 556, 570 
Bandinelli, Boland, see Alexander III, 
Pope 

BanI Kalb, Arab tribe, 255 
BanI Kilab, Arab tribe, 255, 259, 261 sq. 
Banias, district of kingdom of Jerusalem, 
301 

Banjutakin, see Manjutakin 
Barbo, Lodovico, abbot of Santa Giustina, 
693 

Bardas Phoeas, Byzantine general, 250 
Bardney, abbey, 686, 690 
Bardo, archbishop of Mayence, papal legate 
under Leo IX, 27 

Bardowiek, occupied by Albert the Bear, 347; 
relations with Lubeck, 400; destroyed by 
Henry the Lion, 460 
Bardtous, 655 
Barlleur, 530 

Barhebraeus, historian, 257 note 
Bari, siege and capture of , by Normans, 177; 
destroyed by William I, 192 ; council of 
(1098), St Anselm at, 95; early commune 
at, 216; submits to Lothar III, 187, 367 ; 
diet at (1195), 471, 473; 173, 180, 191, 
274, 280, 668 

Barjuwan, and Basil II, 252 note 
Barking, William I holds a court at, 502 
Barnstaple, 504 
Barre, Bichard, 567 

Barfcholomeus Brixiensis, the canonist, 742 
Bartholomew, bishop of Laon, and Norbert, 
680 

Bartholomew Salieetus, the jurist, 740 
Bartolus of Sassoferrato, the commentator, 
740 

Baf 2 fiyab, 249 

Basil I, Eastern Emperor, his codification of 
law, 718 

Basil II, Eastern Emperor, his reconquest of 
Italy, 167; invasion of Syria, 251 sq.; 
second campaign in Syria, 252 
Basilicata, the, 688 * 

Basilies, the, 718 sq. 

Basle, Henry IV invests Cadalus at, 42; 

council of, 690, 695 
Basset, Ralph, justiciar, 534, 575 
Basset, Richard, cdpiialis justiciarius, 534, 
575 

Bassetlaw, wapentake, 570 


Bath, 553, 565 

Battle, Chronicle of, on the Justiciar, 577 
Battle, abbot of, 578 
Bauco, 416 

Baudouin, the jurist, 752 
Baume, monastery of, and Cluny, 661 sq. 
Bautzen, ceded to Vladislav II of Bohemia, 
389 

Bavaria, duchy of , rights of nobles in, 118 sq. ; 
given to Otto of Nordheim, 114; given to 
Welf IV, 129 ; independence of Welfs in, 
163 ; given to Babenbergs, 346, 349 sq. ; 
given to Henry the Lion, 383 sqq . ; Austria 
detached from, 385; given to Otto of 
Wittelsbach, 405; Sfcyria detached from, 
tb . ; trade in, 400 sq.; 112 sq., 140 sq., 
145 sqq., 149 sq., 157, 162, 335 sqq., 339, 
347 sq., 357; dukes of, see Henry, Leopold, 
Otto, Welf; count-palatine of, see Otto 
Bayeux, 491, 498, 516; burnt by Henry I, 
530; 545, 569 

Bayonne, commune of, 629, 631; local 
customs of, 643 ; charter of, 646 
Bazas, local customs of, 643 
Bdarn, viscount of, 655 
Beatrice, marries Boniface of Tuscany, 23; 
marries Godfrey the Bearded, 31 ; saves 
life of Alexander II at Mantua, 45 ; asked 
by Gregory VII for aid, 59 ; 64,. 112, 146 
Beatrice, third wife of Roger H of Sicily, 
191 note 

Beatrix, daughter of Rainald of Burgundy, 
389 ; marries Frederick I, 390 ; 422 
Beauce, 594 

Beauchamp, Miles de, and Stephen, 544 
Beaugency, 597; council at, 609 
Beaumanoir, Philip de Remy, lord of, and 
Roman Law, 751 

Beaumont, 491, 517 ; influence of the charter 
of, 649, 651 

Beaumont, family, fiefs of, 511, 537 sq., 
544 sq. 

Beaumont, Henry of, earl of Warwick, 528 
Beaumont, Robert of, “Bossu,” earl of 
Leicester, and Henry II, 555 ; and Becket, 
559, 562; 575 sqq.; his death, 573 
Beaumont, Robert of, ‘ e Blancheamaines, 5 ’ 
earl of Leicester, rebels against Henry II, 
567, 569; captured, 570 
Beaumont, Robert of, count of Meulan, 528 
Beaumont, Roger of, supports William II, 
522 

Beaumont, Waleran of, count of Meulan, 
and Henry I, 536, 549 sq. 

Beauvais, 519 ; commune of, 629, 634, 646 , 
649 sq. ; council of (1114), 595; see of, 
621 

Beauvaisis, the, 612 

Bee, monastery of , foundation of, 491, 516, 
526, 532 ; see also Lanfranc 
Becket, Thomas, archbishop of Canterbury, 
made Chancellor, 555 ; his position, 557 ; 
made archbishop, ib.', his claims as arch- 
bishop, 558 sq.; and the Constitutions of 
Clarendon, 559 sqq.; renewed quarrel with 
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Henry XI, 561; defies Henry and flees, 
^62 ; excommunicates his enemies, 562 sq. ; 
reconciled with Henry, 563 sq.; murdered, 
564 ; liis miracles, ib. 

Beequet, 653 

Bede, his collection of penitentials, 710 
Bedford, castle of, 544 
Bedfordshire, 54.4 
Bela I, King of Hungary, 113 
Bdla II, King of Hungary, 345 
Belleme, lords of, 488, 603; see Robert of 
Belleme, William Talvas 
Bellevaux, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Belvoir, 534 

Benedict VIII, Pope (Theophylact), election 
of, 15 ; crowns Henry H and Cunegunda, 
15 ; policy of, 15 sqq. ; and war against 
Muslims, 268 

Benedict IX, Pope (Theophylact), character 
of, 17; papacy of, 17 sqq. ; deposition 
of, 22; returns to Rome on death of 
Clement II, 23; expelled, 23; 29, 35, 
50 

Benedict X, anti-Pope, see John Mincius 
Benedict XII, Pope, liis attempt at monastic 
reform, 688 sq., 695 

Benedict, St, Leo IX’s regard for, 24; the 
Rule of, 658; reforms based on, 659 sq.; 
see also Benedictine Order 
Benedict, St, abbot of Aniane, and the reform 
of monastic life, 659 sq.; his death, 659; 
.775 

“Benedict of Peterborough,” on Ranulf de 
Glanville, 578 

Benedict the Christian, founder of the Pier- 
leoni, 19, 363 note 

Benedictine Order, in England in the thir- 
teenth century, 685 ; reform of, 686 ; Con- 
stitutions of (1336), 689 ; congregation in 
Spain, 695; see also Benedict, St 
Benedictus Levita, 710 
Benevento, embassy from, to Leo IX, 27; 
given to Papacy, 28, 172; early commuueat, 
216; synod at (1108), decrees against lay 
investiture, 101; treaty of (1156), between 
Papacy and Normans, 193; rebels against 
Anacletus II, 365 ; besieged by William I of 
Sicily, 416 ; 23 , 29 , 34, 167, 179 sq. , 186, 198 
Benzo, bishop of Alba, on “Roman Senate,” 
35 ; on Leo de Benedicto Ghristiano, 43; 
sent as ambassador to Rome, 43 ; attacks 
Rome again, but fails, 44 ; escapes to 
Parma, 44 ; fails at Mantua, 45 
Berengar II, King of Italy, 2 
Berengar of Tours, heresy of, 3, 28, 52; 
at Rome, 37; compelled to recant, 73; 
leniently treated, ib. ; his De Caena 
Domini, 791 sq. 

Bergamo, ally of Pavia, 230 
Berkhampsfcead, William I at, 501; honour 
and castle of, 558, 561 
Berkshire, 501, 577, 580 
Bermondsey, 555 
Bernai, monastery of, 484 sqq. 

Bernard, St, abbot of Clairvaux, his position 


in Christendom, xx sq. ; his teaching on 
the Papacy, xxi ; 110 sq. ; declares for 
Innocent II, 363; opposes Lothar Ill’s 
attempt to re-open investiture question, 
364; obtains his support for Innocent, 
342 ; visits Milan in support of Innocent, 
366 ; his comment on the new kingdom of 
Sicily, 186; visits Roger II, 368 ; recon- 
ciles Conrad III and monks of StMaximin 
at diet of Spires, 351; urges Conrad to 
aid Eugenius III, 371 ; Louis VII and, 
606 sq.; preaches Second Crusade, 307, 
353, 373 sq., 608; his guardianship, of 
church interests, 392 ; and the Cistercian 
Order, 672, 674, 676 sq. ; first abbot of 
Clairvaux, 672; Cluny and, 666; and 
Norbert, 680; and Abelard, 680, 798; 
death of, 392, 677; 189, 463 
Bernard, cardinal, legate to Milan, 48 ; ex- 
communicates Henry IV, 140 
Bernard, bishop of Hildesheim, removed by 
Frederick I, 394 

Bernard of Pisa, see Eugenius III, Pope 
Bernard of Anhalt, duke of Saxony, younger 
son. of Albert the Bear, 153 ; defeats 
Henry the Lion, 403; defeated by Henry, 
406; made duke of Saxony, 405; his 
weakness, 407 ; 460, 465 
Bernard BUlung, duke of Saxony, death of, 
114 

Bernard of Abbeville, founds the congrega- 
tion of Thiron, 670, 675 
Bernard of Botone, the canonist, 742 
Bernard of Neufmarchd, in Wales, 525 
Bernard of Pavia, the canonist, 742 
Bernard of Plotzke, a supporter of Albert 
the Bear, 347 
Bernard of Ratzeburg, 460 
Bernard of Wdlpe, 460 
Bernard, author of Ordo Ckiniacensis , 664 
Bemicia, 503 ; earls of, see Gospafcric, Robert 
of Commines 

Bemo, first abbot of Cluny, 661 sq. 

Bernold of Constance, Abelard and, 800 
Bernold of St Blaise, chronicler, on incep- 
tion of the First Crusade, 272 
Bemward, bishop of Hildesheim, 3 
Berry, 598 

Bertha of Turin, marries Henry IV, 116 sq. ; 
crowned Empress, 79; 34, 69, 127; dies, 
145 

Bertha of Sulzbach, sister-in-law of Con- 
rad HI, marries the Emperor Manuel, 
356 

Berthold I of Zahringen, duke of Carintbia, 
joins Henry IV against the Saxons , 133 sq . ; 
revolts, 135; death of, 140; 113, 122, 
139 sq. 

Berthold II of Ziihringon, marries Agnes, 
daughter of anti-king Rudolf, 140 ; defeats 
Henry’sforcesontheNeckar, 140; succeeds 
Berthold, son of Rudolf, 147; proclaimed 
temporal head of Swabia, 92, 147; does 
homage to Pope, ib. ; given title of duke, 
148; 149 
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Berthold IV of Zahringen, and Conrad III, 
357; and Burgundy, 389 sq. ; receives 
privilege of investiture to three bishoprics, 
390, 399 note 

Berthold of Kiinsberg, German general, 
470 

Berthold of Bkeinfelden, son of anti-king 
Rudolf, 140; death of, 146 
Bertrada of Montfort, 596 
Bertram, son of Raymond of St Gilles, 
becomes count of Tripolis, 302 
Berwick, 570 sq. 

Besan^on, city, diet of, 390 sq., 423 sqq.; 
618 

Bessin, the, 491, 493, 497, 544 
Bethar, the seholastieus, 766 
Beverley, charter to, 539 ; church of St John 
at, 544 ; canons of, 678 
Beyrout, 248 sq., 255, 301 ; captured by 
Baldwin I, 304 ; 313; final loss of, 319 
Beziers, 639 ; serfdom at, 642 
Biandrate, commune at, 225; counts of, 225, 
429, 442 

Biddlesden, monks of, 576 
Bigod, Hugh, rebels against Stephen, 543 ; 
made earl of Norfolk, 546; rebels against 
Henry II, 568 

Bigod, Roger, his revolt against William II, 
521 

Bikisriiyil, castle, 257 
Billungs, family of, ducal office in Saxony 
hereditary in, 114, 127 ; hostility to Adal- 
bert of Bremen, 114, 116; their position 
in Saxony, 118, 164; coalition against, 
129 sq, ; in Saxon revolt, 131 ; reconciled 
with Henry IV, 141 ; extinction of male 
line in, 152, 334; 401; see Bernard, 
Herman, Magnus, Ordulf 
Bingen, 150 

Biota, wife of Walter, count of Mantes, 495 
Biset, Manasser, 580 
Blanche of Castile, Queen of France, 112 
Blanchela-nde, peace of, 518 
Blois, commune of, 628 sq.; serfdom at, 
642 

Blois, county of, 604 

Blois, house of, 540; see Eustace, Henry, 
Stephen, Theobald, William 
Blund, William, the usher, and Henry H, 
567 

Boccaccio, and the commentators, 739 sq. 

“ Boccaporco, ” nickname of Sergius IV, 15 
BSokelheim, Henry IV imprisoned at, 150 
Boethius, 766; John the Scot and, 788; his 
translations of Aristotle, 789 
Bogislav of Pomerania, defeated by CanuteVI, 
407 

Bohemia, disorders in Church in, 3 sq., 
60 sq. ; supports Emperor Henry IV, 113 ; 
Henry V and, 155, 165; Lothar III in- 
vades, 336 sq. ; Conrad III and, 352 sq.; 
Frederick I and, 388 sq.; 150, 845; dukes 
and kings of, see Borivoi, Bratislav, 
Frederick, Sobeslav, Svatopluk, Vladislav, 
Vratislav 


Bohemond I, prince of Antioch, son of 
G-uiseard, 174; captures Avlona, 181; 
conducts war against Byzantium, 182 ; 
opposes Roger Borsa, 183; in First 
Crusade, 274 ; his relations with Alexius, 
279, 282, 285 ; chosen supreme leader of 
the crusaders at Antioch, 292sq.; becomes 
prince of Antioch, 294; his charter to 
Genoese, 295 note] his rule in Antioch, 
301 ; 86 

Bohemond II, prince of Antioch, deprived 
of Apulia by Roger II, 185; his rule in 
Antioch, 301 ; marries daughter of 
Baldwin II, ib.\ 302 
Bohemond III, prince of Antioch, 313 
Bohemond IV, prince of Antioch, 313 
Bohun, Humphrey de, 536, 569 
Boioannes, catapan, defeats Normans, 169 ; 

founds city of Troia, ib., 216 
Boiscourt-sur-Mer, 652 
Boizenburg, battle at, 465 
Boleslav IH, duke of Poland, responsible 
for conversion of Pomerania, 165; sup- 
ports Boris’ claim to Hungary, 345 ; does 
homage to Lothar III, 345; death of, 

351 

Boleslav IV, duke of Poland, drives out his 
brother Vladislav II, 351, 388; relations 
with Frederick I, 388 sq. 

Bolingbroke, honour of, 544 
Bologna, geographical position of, 208; 
consuls at, 220 ; her greatness and ambi- 
tion, 230; bishop and government of, 
232; mmistrales contratarum at, 233; 
takes oath of fealty to Frederick I, 426 ; 
law-school at, 734 sqq. 

Bolsover, 568 

Bonaventura, St, on Hugh of St Victor, 
800 ; and Aquinas, 822 
Boniface, St, and celibacy, 12 
Boniface VIII, Pope, issues the Liber Sextus 
Decretalium, 714; and the Celestines, 
688 

Boniface IX, Pope, approves Order of Corpus 
Christi, 692 

Boniface, marquess of Tuscany, marries 
Beatrice of Lorraine, 23; murder of, 31 
Bonifilius, a Pavese lawyer, 733 
Bonizo, bishop of Sutri, on Benedict IX, 
19 ; on Guido of Milan, 39 ; on inde- 
pendence of Milan, 42 ; on Gadalus, ib. 
Bonizo, father of Pope Gregory VII, 51 
Bonshommes, the, Austin canons, 683 
Bordeaux, commune of, 629, 631, 634, 636 , 
643, 647 sq., 650; serfdom at, 642; local 
customs of, 643 

Boris, his claim to throne of Hungary, 345, 

352 

Borivoi, duke of Bohemia, supports Henry 
IV, 150; expelled, 165 
Bosa, archbishop of York, 771 
Bosham, 497 

Botaniates, Nicephorus, see Nicephorus 
Botaniates 

Botfeld, Emperor Henry HI dies at, 31 
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Bouchard le Veautre, 622 
Bouillon, counts of, effects of crusades on, 
328 ; see Godfrey 
Boulogne, commune of, 645 
Boulogne, county of, 494, 537, 541 ; counts 
of, see Eustace, Matthew, Stephen, 
King, of England, William 
Boulogne, honour of (in England), 537, 541 
Bouras, monastery of, 673 
Bourbon, Louis YI and the lordship of, 598; 

lord of, see Archanabaud 
Bourdin, Maurice, archbishop of Braga 
(anti-Pope Gregory VIII), 105; excom- 
municated by Gelasius II, ib.\ captured 
by Calixtus II, 107; 162 
Bourges, synod of (1031), 9, 14; 598, 605, 
607 commune of, 631 ; law-school at, 
752 

Boutillier, Jehan, his Somme Rural, 751 
Boves, 595 
Brabant, 410 

Bracton, the jurist, influence of Azo on, 
758 sq. 

Braiose, William of, in Wales, 525 
Brancaleone, podesta,- 238 
Brandenburg, missions in, 343; acquired by 
Albert the Bear, 344, 357; margrave of, 
see Otto 

Bratislav, duke of Bohemia, founds see at 
Olmiitz , 4 ; ecclesiastical policy of, ib. 
Bray-sur-Seine, 596 sq., 614 
Breakspear, Nicholas, see Hadrian IV, Pope 
Brecknock, battle near, 525 
Brede (Rameslie), 499 
Bredingen, 133 

Breitenwang, Lothar III dies at, 345 
Bremen, archbishop Adalbert expelled from, 
116; 401 

Brdmule, battle of, 539, 602 sq. 

Brescia, joins league against Frederick I, 
194, 427 sq., 435 $ consuls at, 220; ally of 
Milan, 230 

Breteuil, 539, 554, 603 
Br^theneourt, castle of, 596 
Brethren of the Common Life, the, 694 
Breviari um A lanciarmm , the (Lex Montana 
Visigothorim), 721 sq., 744 sq. 

Bridget, St, Swedish princess, and the 
Order of the Saviour, 694 
Bridgnorth, castle of, 530, 555, 

Bridlington, abbey, 684 
Brindisi, 175 sq„ 192, 283, 464 
Brionne, comte, 485 ; count of, 488, 493 
Brioude, canons of, 615 
Bristol, 208; 537, 545; castle, Stephen im- 
prisoned in, 547 ; 549, 551 
Brittany, 602, 611, 613 ; count of, 598 
Brixen , Gregory VII deposed at council of 
(1080), 75 sq., 141 
Brixworth, Peter of, 581 
Brogne, Gerard of, see Gerard of Brogne 
Brough-under-Stainmoor, castle; 570 
Brucourt, pastures of, 662 
Bruges, 208 ; echevins at, 632 ; 338, 598 sqq. 
Briinn, Johannes von, German lawyer, 754 


Bruno, St, and the Carthusian Order, 669 
Bruno I, archbishop of Cologne, 2 
Bruno III, archbishop of Cologne, 466 
Bruno, archbishop of Treves, heads embassy 
to Pasehal II, 101 

Bruno, bishop of Toul, see Leo IX, Pope 
Bruno, chronicler, 137 note 
Brunswick, 145, 358, 402, 406 sq., 410, 460 
sq., 469; county of, 129, 146; counts of, 

. see Ekbert 

Buckingham, borough, 538; earl of, 528 

Buckinghamshire, 580 

Buildwas, abbey, 553 

Builth, lordship of, 5*25 

Bulgaria, crusaders in, 275, 411 

Bulgarus, the glossator, 737 

Bulle, 597 

Bulunyas, castle of, 250, 301 
Bundicia, Guiseard at, 182 
Bungay, 568, 571 

Buondelmonti, the, migrate to Florence, 
224 

Burchard, bishop of Eichstadt, removed by 
Frederick I, 394 

Burchard, bishop of Halberstadt, his dis- 
loyalty to Henry IV, 61, 114; leads revolt 
against Henry IV, 129 sqq.; revolts again, 
135 ; murder of, 144 

Burchard, bishop of Lausanne, Italian 
chancellor, 141 note 

Burchard, bishop of Worms, 3, 16 ; bis 
collection of canons, 14, 712 
Burchard of Loccum, murder of, 389 
Burgundians, laws of the, 722, 725 sq. 
Burgundio, the jurist, 737 
Burgundy, kingdom of (Arelate, Arles), 
church reform in, 2, 18 ; authority of 
German Kings in, 10, 124, 389 sq., 469; 
Concordat of Worms and, 107 sq., 163; 
dukes of Zahringen rectors of, 337, 384, 
389 sq., 469; Richard I enfeoffed with, 
469, 472 ; pro-French feeling in, 616 ; 28, 
103, 105, 143; see also Burgundy, county 
of 

Burgundy, county of (Franche Comt6), 337, 
389 ; Frederick I marries the heiress, 390, 
422; monasticism in, 676; counts of, see 
Beatrix, Rainald, William 
Burgundy (French duchy), duke of, 616, 
619, 644; communities in, 630, 639, 641, 
650 ; see also Eudes, Hugh 
Bursfeld, monastery, 694 sq. 

Bury St Edmunds, monastery of, 509 ; abbot 
of, 502, 530; borough of, 538 sq., 551, 
553, 569 sq. ■ • 

Busch, Johann, 694 
Butera, 183, 192 
Butrinto, Guiseard at, 182 
Buza‘ah, 262 
Byblus, see Jubail 

Byzantine Empire, its relations with 
Southern Italy, Chap, iv; and the Cru- 
sades, xlii sq., Chap, vxi; wars in Syria, 
Chap, vi : : 

Byzantium; see Constantinople 
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Cabuabbas, Cistercian, monastery, 677 
Cadalus, bishop of Parma (anti-Pope 
Honorius II), his election as Pope, 42; 
conflict with Alexander II, 43 sqq. , 114 sq.; 
retires to Parma, 44 sq. ; death of, 49 
Cadouin, reformed monastery, 673 
Cadurc, candidate for the archbishopric of 
Bruges, 605 

Caen, 486, 490, 493, 516, 523 , 525 sq., 530, 
533, 545 ; monasteries at, 496 
Caerleon, 525 

Caesarea, inPalestine , captured by Baldwin I, 
304, 329 ; captured by Baibars, 317 
Cahors, 612; commune at, 639 
Calabria, Byzantine province, 1, 167 ; Guis- 
card conquers, 172 ; famine in, and revolt, 
173 sq. ; created duchy for Guiscard by the 
Pope, 175; Boger I in, 173 sq., 177, 183; 
179 sqq., 186, 193, 362, 471; monasteries 
in, 688 

Calais, commune of, 645 
Calatrava, Order of, 333, 682 sq, 

Calixtus II, Pope (Guy, archbishop of 
Vienne), opposes Paschal IPs surrender, 
103 ; elected Pope, 105, 666 ; his character, 
105 sq. ; negotiations with Henry V, 106, 
161; rupture with Henry V, 106; and 
Concordat of Worms, 107 sqq., 162 sq., 
860 ; his relations with Kings of England 
and Prance, 106, 603; 110, 341 note , 
672 

Calixtus III (anti- Pope), see John of Struma 
Caltabellotta, castle of, 203, 471 
Camaldoli, Order of, 667 sq., 695 
Cambrai, 2; communal movement in, 120 
note, 148 sq., 635, 643 
Cambridge, castle of, 503; 583; monks at, 
689 sq.; county of, 567 
Camerino, given to Pope Victor II by Henry 
III, 31 

Camp, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Campo, and monastery of Favfa, 5 
Campo Grasso, Frederick I at, 419 
Cannae, Normans defeated at (1018), 169 
Canon Law, see Law, Canon 
Canons regular, 13, 89, 678 sqq. 

Canossa, castle, owned by Azzo, 23; 55; 
absolution of Henry IV at, 60, 69 sq., 72, 
98, 126, 137, 179, 454 
Canterbury, 501, 538, 562 sqq., 566, 568; 
see of, 511, 522, 520, 531, 545, 558, 561; 
claims of see to primacy over York, 83, 
106, 516; abbeys at, 509 ; archdeacon of, 
558, 577 

Canute, son of Erie, King of Denmark, his 
rule in Schleswig, 344 ; murder of, ib.; 
386 

Canute V, King of Denmark, son of Magnus, 
disputes the throne with Svein III, 386; 
killed, 387 

Canute VI, King of Denmark, marries Henry 
the Lion’s daughter, 387; his attacks on 
northern Germany, 407 ; 465, 468 
Canute, see Knut 
Capella, Martianus, 765, 788 


Capitanei, noble class in Italian cities, 217 
sqq. 

Capua, 87, 167 sqq., 180; capture of, 90; 
462, 479 ; princes of, see Jordan, Pandulf, 
Bicbard, Bobert 
Caracalla, Edict of, 701 
Carcassonne, commune of, 628, 648, 650 
Cardigan, 525, 546, 556 
Cardinals, college of, viii, 37 
Carinthia, duchy of, given to Berthold of 
Zahringen, 113; his weakness in, 113 sq.; 
given to Liutold of Eppenstein, 140 ; 139 
Carlisle, William II builds castle at, 524; 
Henry I creates diocese of, 535 ; 544, 549 ; 
castle, 556; 567 sq., 570 sq. ; Austin 
canons of, 679 
Carmarthen, 525, 556 
Carolus of Toceo, the jurist, 737 
Carroccio, invention of, by Aribert, 218; in 
the battle of Legnano, 446 
Carthage, councils of, 11 
Carthusian Order, the, 669 sq. 

Cashel, 566 
Cassel, 403, 599 

Cassinese congregation, the, 693 
Cassiodorus, and schools of rhetoric, 766 
Cassiope, Normans defeated by Venetians 
near, 182 
Casteggio, 445 

Castel, reformed monastery, 693 
Castile, laws of, 747 sq. ; monasticism in, 
677; military orders in, 682 sq. 
Castrogiovanni, 176 sq. 

Catalonia, feudal code of, 729 note ; monasti- 
cism in, 677 
Catania, 177, 471 
Catmere, 580 
Catton, manor of, 499 
Cauterets, 655 
Caux, 609 

Cedrenus, historian, on restoration of church 
of Holy Sepulchre, 256 note ; chronology of, 
257 note, 258 note 
Cefalu, church of, 206 
Celestine Order, the, 688 
Celestine II, Pope, pontificate of, 370 ; rela- 
tions with Boger II, 188 ; and Louis VII, 
607 

Celestine III, Pope (Hyacinth), pontificate 
of, 463 sqq. ; crowns Henry VI, 202, 464; 
negotiations with Henry VI, 474, 476 sqq. ; 
and indulgences, 323 ; 467 
Celestine V t Pope, see Peter Morrone 
Cencius, Boman noble, and Cadalus, 44; 
imprisons Gregory VII, 66 sq. ; offers to 
make Guiscard emperor, 179 
Cephalonia, attacked by Normans, 182 
Ceprano, Gregory VII meets Bobert Guiscard 
at, 77, 86, 180 sq.; 416, 464 
Cerigo, island, seized by Boger II, 376 
Cerisy, abbey of St Vigor at, 491 
Cerularius, Michael, see Michael Cerularius 
Cesarea, see Alessandria 
Chablis, commune of, suppressed, 652 
Chaleedon, council of, 26 
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Chalcidius, his commentary on the T imams, 
789 sq, 

Chalon, count of, 815 
Chalons, 101 

Champagne, 410, 498, 604, 606 sq., 618; 
communes in, 639, 649 ; serfdom in, 641 ; 
counts of, see Henry, Theobald 
Chancellor, office of, in Henry II’ s reign, 579 
Channel, the English, 497 sq., 505, 520 sq., 
530, 533, 536, 539, 543, 545, 551, 561, 610 
Charles the Bald, Western Emperor, King 
of France, and private churches, 8; 784 
Charles the Great (Charlemagne), Western 
Emperor, and private ownership of 
churches, 8; and clerical celibacy, 12; 
Frederick I causes him to be canonised, 
394 ; and the reform of monasteries, 659 ; 
and schools, 772 sqq.; and the Carolingian 
renaissance, 784 ; 20, 101, 382, 384 
Charles, bishop of Constance, deposed for 
simony, 45, 125 

Charles the Good, count of Flanders, invited 
to stand for election on the death of 
Henry V, 335 ; murder of, 338, 598 
Charlieu, near Lyons, 664 
Charter of Charity, the, 672 
Chartres, town, 593 sq., 603; schools at, 
778, 805; county of, 604; bishop of, 594; 
count of, see Theobald 
CMteaufort, castle, 593, 596 sq. 
Chaumont-sur-Loire, 612 
Chelles, nunnery, 671 
Cherbourg, 498 note, 524 
Cheshire, 504, 507 sq. 

Chester, 537 sq., 556, 568; earldom of, 507, 
524; see of, 509, 511; earls of, 314, and 
see Hugh, Banulf 
Chevreuse, castle, 593, 596 
Chezal-Benoit, reformed monastery, 696 
Chiaravalle, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Chiavenna, meeting of Frederick I and 
Henry the Lion at, 402 sq., 446 
Chichester, 538 ; see of, 511 
Chieri, castello, destroyed by Frederick I, 
417 

Chindaswintb, King, and Yisigothic law, 
726, 744 sq. 

Chinon, 556, 567 
Chioggia, 449 sq. 

Chirmirus, a schoolmaster, 771 
Chiusa, abbey, 668 

Christian, archbishop of Mayence, 198,388, 
393, 395, 407, 441, 455 , 

Christian, count of Oldenburg, and Henry 
the Lion, 398, 401 

Chrodegang, St, bishop of Metz, his reforms, 
13, 660, 772 

Chrysostom, St John, 53 
Chur, 157 note 

Cibotus, crusaders defeated at, 276 
Cilicia, Emperor Basil in, 252; crusaders’ 
victories in, 286 sqq.; see also Armenia 
Minor 

Cino of Pistoia, jurist and poet, 740 
Cirencester, abbey, 684 


Cistercian Order, the, 672 sqq.; its expan- 
sion, ib.; the Charter of Charity, 673; its 
constitution, 674; lay-brothers, 675; rapid 
growth of, 676; in England, ib.; its 
position in 1151, 677; reforms in the 
15th century, 695 

Citeaux, abbey, foundation of, 672; 553 

Cities, Italian, Chaps, v, xm; effect, of 
Lombard conquest on, 209 sq.; ecclesias- 
tical institutions, 210 sq.; development 
under Carolingian empire, 212 ; fortifica- 
tion of, 212 sq.; episcopal government in, 
213 ; under rule of the Ottos, 213 sq.; 
growth of collective action, 214 ; the 
cdstelli , 215; the boni homines, ib.; early 
communes in the South, 215 sq.; difference 
between these and northern towns,. 216; 
classes in northern cities, 217 sq.; rise of 
popolani, 218 sq.; class war a factor in 
growth of communes, 220 ; establishment 
of consuls in, 220 ; cultural and political 
influences on, 222 sq.; supersession of 
feudal and state authorities, six, 223 ; 
valuable aid of bishops in growth of, ib.; 
exterior expansion of, 223 sqq.; rural com- 
munes, 224 sq. ; position towards close 
of 12th century, 225 sq.; inter-city wars, 
226, 228 ; development of commerce, 226 
sq. ; intricate rivalries among, 227 sqq. ; 
usurpation of regalia, 231 sq. ; imperial 
diplomas to, ib. ; relations with counts, 
viscounts, and bishops, 232 ; the arengo, 
215, 219 sqq., 232 sq. ; consuls and other 
officials, 220 sqq., 233; the Council, 238 
sq.; law of, 234 sq. ; constitution of array 
in, 235 sq. ; milites and pedites, 285 sq. ; 
gilds, 236 sq. ; internal strife, 237 ; the 
podesta, 237 sq.; commerce and banking 
in, 239 sqq.; corporate life in, 240; blood 
feuds among nobles of, 240 ; general 
character of, xix sq., 241 ; effects of 
Crusades on, 328 sq.; 361, 646; see also 
Lombard League 

Civita Castellana, Guibert dies at, 96; 
Hadrian IV at, 419 ; Alexander III dies 
at, 455 

Civitate, battle of (1053), 28, 173, 494 

Clairvaux, abbey of, 563, 666, 672 sqq. 

Clare, family, head of, created earl of 
Hertford, 548 

Clare, Gilbert of, created earl of Pembroke 
by Stephen, 546 ; nicknamed Strongbow, 

565 

Clare, Richard of, 511 

Clare, Richard Fitz Gilbert de, see Strongbow 

Clare, Roger de, earl of Hertford, and 
Becket, 558 

Clarebold of Yendeuil, a leader of Crusades, 
277 

Clarendon, 561, 577 

Clarendon, Assize of, 584 sqq. 

Clarendon, Constitutions of, 100, 559 sqq., 

566 

Clement II, Pope (Suidger, bishop of Bam- 
berg), 22 sq., 26 
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Clement III, anti-Pope, see Guibert, arch- 
bishop of Bavenna 

Clement III, Pope, and Frederick I, 409, 
459; supports Tancred of Lecce, 461; 
death of, 202, 463 

Clement IV, Pope, and Boger Bacon, 826 
Clement V, Pope, issues Clementine Decretals, 
714 

Clement the Scot, and Charles the Great, 
772 sq. 

Clementia, daughter of Conrad of Zahringen, 
marries Henry the Lion, 357 
Cleobury Mortimer, 555 
Clermont, council of (1095), 88 sq., 94 sq., 
99, 265, 271 sqq.; 598; canons of, 
615 

Clifford, Walter, 556 
Clinton, Geoffrey de, 534 
Cluniaes, favoured by Pilgrim of Cologne, 2; 
influence in Burgundy, 18; extension of 
influence under Urban II, 89; 515 
Cluny, monastery of, 2, 4, 15, 34, 484, 528, 
615, 661 sqq,; Urban H prior of , 87 ; death 
of GelasiusIIat, 105; its dependent houses, 
663; under Odilo, 664; under Hugh, 665 ; 
its influence, 666 ; St Bernard and, ib.; 
abbots of, see Aymard, Bemo, Hugh, 
Mayeul, Odilo, Odo, Peter, Pons 
Coblenz, Conrad III elected king at, 346 
Codification of Justinian, Chap, xxi 
passim 

Codex Gregorianus, 704, 721 

Codex Hermogenianus, 704, 721 

Codex Regularum, 660 

Codex Theodosianus, see Theodosian Code 

Colchester, 527, 588, 548 

Coldres, 653 

Cologne, 2; decay of common life among 
cathedral clergy at, 13; 115; rising against 
Anno at, 120, 132; second marriage of 
Henry IV at, 145 ; its loyalty to Henry IV, 
and consequent punishment by Henry V, 
150 sq. ; its attitude to Henry V, 157; 
revolts against Henry V, 159 ; 160; sides 
with Henry V and expels archbishop 
Frederick, 161; Peter the Hermit at, 
275 ; persecution of Jews by crusaders at, 
'• ".277 

Colonna, family of, first appearance in 
history, 96 

Colonna, Peter, defeated by Paschal II, 96 
Colswegen of Lincoln, 508 
Commentators, the, on the Civil Law, 738 
sqq. 

Commerce, development of, in Italian cities, 
226 sq.; trade routes of Lombardy, 229; 
effect of Crusades on, 328 sqq.; effect of, 
on French communes, 643 sq. 
Communes, six sq.; in France, Chap, xix; 
definition of a commune in France, 625 ; 
communes jurdes, 626; consulates, 627 sq,; 
villes de bourgeoisie , 628 sq.; bastides and 
villes neuves , 629 sq.; rural communities, 
630; causes of their rise, 630 sq.; Boman 
influence, 631 sq. ; Germanic influence, 


632 ; royal influence, 633 sq.; ecclesiastical 
influence, 634 sqq.; Peace of God and, 635 
sq.; the Crusades and, 686; influence of 
commerce, 637 ; growth through struggle, 
637 sqq. ; peaceful advance of, 639 sq.; 
economic development, 640 sq.; serfdom 
and, 641; exactions of lords and, 642; 
influence of geography, 643; and of in- 
creasing wealth, 644 ; independent growth 
of, 646 sq.; double towns, 648 ; affiliation 
of’ communes, 648 sq,; regional grouping, 
649 sq.; rural communes, 650 sqq.; 
common property, rights and duties, 652 
sq.; general conclusions as to, 656 sq.; 
international character of the movement, 
645 sq.; in England, 645; in Germany, 
xix, 119 sq., 646; in Italy, see Cities, 
Italian 

Comneni, end of the, 473; see also Alexius, 
Andronicus, Isaac, John, Manuel 

Como, anearlyriyal of Milan, 220; conquered 
by Milan, 230; 426 sq., 445 

Compi&gne, 649 

Conan, a citizen of Bouen, helps William II, 
523 

Conan, earl of Richmond, and the writ of 
right, 586 

Conches, monastery at, 493 ; forest of, 653 

Concordia Regularum, 660 

Coniuratio, sworn league of citizens in Italy, 
216 

Connaught, 565 

Cono, sea Cuno 

Conrad II, Western Emperor, 9 sq., 17 sqq., 
23 sq., 31, 119, 127, 138 note, 169 sq. 

Conrad III of Hohenstaufen, King of the 
Romans, Chaps, x, xr passim; 153 sq.; 
made duke, 160 ; his war against 
Lothar HI, 338; elected anti-king, and 
proceeds to Italy, ib.; his diplomas to 
Italian cities, 231; crowned at Monza, 
339, 363; returns to Germany, 339; sub- 
mits to Lothar HI, 341 , 366 ; his election 
as king, 346, 367; relations with Henry 
the Proud, 346; and the Second Crusade, 
307, 353 sqq., 374; alliance with Manuel, 
188 sq., 356, 376 ; faces rebellion of Welf VI 
in Swabia, 348 sq. ; his victory and its 
effects, 349 ; his settlement of civil wars at 
Frankfort, 349; ecclesiastical difficulties 
over abbey of St Maximin, 350 sq. ; his 
family connexions, 351; relations with 
Poland and Bohemia, 351 sq. ; relations 
with Hungary, 352 ; reconciles Henry 
Jasomirgott and the bishop of Batisbon, 
352 ; last activities of, 357 sq., 378 sq.; 
failure of attack on Brunswick, 358; his 
death and character, 858 sq., 380; power 
of Curia in reign of, 391 note ; 164, 334 sq., 
381 sq., 384, 396, 410 

Conrad, King, son of Henry IV, accepted as 
his successor at Goslar, 135 ; made duke 
of Lower Lorraine, ib.; crowned King 
of Germany, 145 ; revolt against Henry IV, 
91 sq. , 146 ; crowned king ofltaly, 91; does 
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fealty to Urban II, 94; marries daughter 
of Roger of Sicily, ib., 188; his failure 
and death, 94 

Conrad of Montferrat, King of Jerusalem, 
relations with Guy de Lusignan, 310 sq.; 
marries Isabella, sister of Baldwin IV, 
311 ; secures succession to the throne of 
Jerusalem, ib.; death of, ib. 

Conrad, archbishop of Magdeburg, supports 
Henry the Lion, 348 

Conrad I, archbishop of Salzburg, revolts 
against Henry V, 104 ; his reforming zeal, 
110; opposes Henry V’s ecclesiastical 
policy, 156; supports Innocent II, 342; 
341, 352, 404 note 

Conrad II, archbishop of Salzburg, his ex- 
pulsion by Frederick I and death, 395 
Conrad, archbishop of Treves, murdered, 
116 

Conrad of Wittelsbach, made archbishop of 
Mayence by Frederick I, but removed , 388 , 
440 ; 441, 457 

Conrad, bishop of Worms, his embassy to 
Alexander III, 395 

Conrad, duke of Zahringen, his alliance with 
Lothar III, 337; does homage to Conrad 
III, 346; the Wends and, 355; opposes 
Conrad III, 357; his efforts to subdue 
Burgundy, 389; his death, ib. 

Conrad, half-brother of Frederick I, made 
count-palatine of the Rhine, 387, 469 
Conrad of Wettin, margrave of Meissen, 
appointed by Lothar III, 164; turbulence 
of, 339; 386 

Conrad, count of Luxemburg, 142 
Conrad of Lutzelinkard, German general, 
470, 472 

Conrad of Nordheim, murdered, 152 
Conrad of Urslingen, made vicegerent of 
Sicily, 472 

Conradin of Hohenstaufen, as King of 
Jerusalem, 316 sq. 

Consorzeria, or family group, in Italian 
cities, 236, 240 sq. 

Constance, synod of (1094), 92; treaty of 
(1153), 190, 384, 394, 396 ; Peace of (1183); 
198, 452; 20, 390, 408, 693 
Constance, Empress, daughter of Roger II 
of Sicily, 191, 200 ; marries Henry VI, 198, 
408, 453, 457; receives oath of allegiance 
from Sicilian nobles, 461; captured by 
Normans, 202, 464 ; liberated and escapes 
to Germany, 465; becomes mother of 
Frederick II, 456, 472 ; 471 
Constance, daughter of Bohemond II of 
Antioch, marries Raymond of Poitou, 302; 
marries Reginald of Chatillon, 308 
Constance, sister of Louis VII, betrothed to 
Stephen’s eldest son, 546 ; 616 
Constantine I, the Great, Emperor, 7, 20, 
80, 715 sqq. 

Constantine VII, Eastern Emperor, 718 
Constantine VIII, Eastern Emperor, his 
treaty with the Fatimites, 256 
Constantine IX, Eastern Emperor, 28 sq. ; 


negotiations with Leo IX, 257 ; establishes 
law-school, 719 

Constantinople (Byzantium), Chap, vii; 
Norman influence at, 171; trade of, 239, 
329; William II attacks, 199 ; and Second 
Crusade, 358, 356 sq. ; Barbarossa and, 
411; capture of, by Fourth Crusade, 314; 
28 sq., 31 sq., 396, 473, 479, 716 
Consuetudines Carthusienses, 669 
Consulates, in South France, Chap, xix; 
627 sq. 

Consuls, their establishment in Italian cities, 
220 sqq., 233; origin of title, 222; 209 
Conterati, local bands in South Italy, 168 
Conway, river, 525 
Corbeil, castle of, 593, 596 
Corbie, commune of, 635, 649 ; abbey, 652 
Corfd, captured by Guiseard, 181 ; captured 
by Roger II, 189, 375 
Corinth, sacked by Roger II, 376 
Cormeilles, monastery of, 497 
Cormery, monastery, 659 
Cornwall, 497, 503, 508, 545; earldom of, 
created by Matilda, 547; earls of, see 
Reginald, Richard 
Corpus Christi, Order of, 692 
Corsi, the, Paschal II and, 96 
Corsica, authority over, claimed by Gregory 
VII, 85 ; and by Urban II, 90 ; Pisa, Genoa 
and, 226 sq., 266 

Cosimo, grand-duke of Tuscany* annexes 
Siena, 226 

Cotentin, the, 491, 493; Henry I and, 523, 
529; 550 

Cotta, family at Milan, 40 
Couci, castle of, 593, 595 sq. 
Couey-sur-Loire, Alexander III at, 437 
Couesnon, river, 488 

Counts-palatine, their position, 118 sq.,121 
note 

Coutances, 493; diocese of, 497 
Coxon, see Geuksun 
Cracow, destruction of, 351 
Craswell, monastery, 669 
Cr6ey-en-Brie, castle, 596 sq. 
Cr4ey-sur-Serre, 595 

Crema, natural ally of Milan, 230; with- 
stands siege by Lothar HI, 364 ; besieged 
and destroyed by Frederick I, 397, 428 sq.; 
rebuilt, 458 

Cremona, 94; geographical position of, 208 ; 
bishop made count of, 214; Otto Ill’s 
grant to, ib.; a rival of Milan, 230 ; a rival 
of Piacenza and Reggio, 230; besieged by 
Frederick I, 458 

Crescentii, the, Roman family, 14 sq., 19, 
35 

Crescentius, John, patrician of Rome, death 
of, 15 

Crowhurst, 500 

Crusades, Chaps.. vii, vm, xx; character of, 
xiiisq.; effects of, upon Western Europe, 
Chap, xx ; importance of the movement, 
320; and the Papacy, 320 sqq. ; causes of 
enthusiasm for, in Europe, 321 sq.; papal 
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misuse of, 322 sq. ; and ecclesiastical 
taxation, 323 sq. ; and missionary work, 

325 ; effect on geographical knowledge, 

326 sq.; effect on economic and social life, 

327 sq.; on commerce, 328 sqq. ; effect 
on Italian cities, 329 sq.; effect on learn- 
ing, 331 sq.; military results of, on the 
West, 332; permanent influence of, 333; 
Henry Vi’s projected crusade, 473 sq., 
478 sq.; Frederick IPs crusade, 314; Theo- 
bald of Navarre’s crusade, 315 ; Louis IX’s 
first crusade, 315 sq. ; Louis IX’s second 
crusade, 317 

Crusade, First, Chap, vn; Urban II and, 
94 sq., 147 sq., 272 sq.; its aims and 
ideals, 265; diverging views of Greeks and 
Latins as to, 270 sq.; its leaders and their 
rivalries, 273sq.; routes to Constantinople, 
274; probable number of crusaders, 277 
sqq., 297 sq.; policy of Alexius, 279 sq.; 
Latin treaty with Alexius, 283 sq. ; Latin 
hatred of Greeks, 284 sq. ; rivalry of 
Tancred and Baldwin, 287 sq.; capture 
of Antioch, 292; capture of Jerusalem, 
295 sq. ; rfile of Peter the Hermit in, 299 
Crusade, Second, Eugenius III and, 353 ; 
St Bernard preaches the crusade, ib.; 
Conrad III and, 353 sqq., 410; its dis- 
astrous results, 307; 188 sq,, 347, 351 
Crusade, Third , William II of Sicily and, 
200; 310 sqq.; dissensions among its 
leaders, 311; its results, 311 sq.; Frede- 
rick I and, 410 sqq.; hostility of Isaac 
Angelus, ib.; capture of Iconium, 412; 
death of Frederick I, ib.; 409, 460, 467 
Crusade, Fourth, 314, 329, 332, 411 
Crusade, Fifth, 314 
Crusades against Christians, 323 
Crusades against the Wends, 355 sq. 

Cujas, on the commentators, 739; 752 
Cumberland, conquered by William II, 624; 
enfeoffed to Henry of Scotland, 543; sur- 
rendered to Henry H, 556; 582 
Cunegunda, Empress, wife of Henry II, 
crowned by Benedict VIII, 15 
Cunegunda (Cuniza), heiress of the Welfs, 
wife of Azzo of Este, 129 , 337 note, 386 
Cunibert, bishop of Turin, 13 note 
Cuno (Cono), cardinal-bishop of Palestrina, 
excommunicates Henry V, 160 ; his 
activity against Henry V, 103, 161 ; 595 
Curia, Papal, viii 

Curia- Meg is, in England, under William I, 
515; under Henry I, 533 sqq. ; in Sicily, 
205 

Cyprus, conquered by Bichard 1,310; dynasty 
of Lusignans in, 314 ; Henry VI and, 478; 
Kings of, see Amaury, Guy, Henry de 
Lusignan, Hugh III 

Dabiq, battle of, 260 
Dagobert, abbot of Farfa, 5 
Daimbert, archbishop of Pisa , Latin Patriarch 
of Jerusalem, 92, 220; his claims as 
Patriarch, 304, 313 


Daimbert, archbishop of Sens, protests 
against primacy of Lyons, 89 
Dalmatia, 113 
Dalon, monastery, 678 
Damascus, captured by Fatimites, 248 ; 
governors nominated by Ffitimites, 249 ; 
position of during caliphate of Hakim, 
253 sq.; and Turkish invasion, 260; 
captured by Turks, 262; under Tutush, 
263 sq.; 290, 293, 306; vainly besieged in 
Second Crusade, 307, 436, 608; conquered 
by Nur-ad-Dln, 307 sq.; annexed by 
Saladin, 309; 815 

Damasus II, Pope (Poppo, bishop of Brixen), 
10, 28 

Damian, St Peter, see Peter Damian 
Dammartin, lord of, 597 
Danegeld, William II and, 523 ; changes by 
Henry I, 538; Stephen and, 553 ; 583 
Danelaw, the, 507, 509 
Dante Alighieri, and the commentators, 739, 
740 ; his De Monarchic, 827 
Dantzig, captured by Teutonic Knights, 333 
Danube, river, 338, 358 
Darrein presentment, writ of, 589 
Da’ ud Qilij-Arslan, see Qilij-Arslan 
Dauphine, 616 

David, King of Scotland, given the, honour 
of Huntingdon by Henry I, 536 ; attacks 
Stephen, 543; invades England again, but 
is defeated, 544; makes peace, 544; death 
of, 556 

David of Scotland, earl of Huntingdon, and 
Henry II, 570 

David, bishop of Bangor, official historian 
to Henry V, 154 sq. 

Dax, commune of, 643, 647 

De Goeje, on Qarmatian schism, 248 

De ordinandopontijice auctor Qallicus , tract, 

. . 22 

Decius, Philip, the jurist, 740 
Decretum, see Gratian 

Delieubarth, South Welsh principality, 525, 
556 sq. ; princes of, see Rhys 
Dennnin, besieged by crusaders against 
Wends, 355; besieged by Henry the Lion, 
398,403 

Denmark, and Gregory VII, 85 ; relations 
with Lothar III, 344 sq. ; rule of Niel and 
Magnus in, 344 ; civil war between Svein 
and Canute in, 386 sq. ; danger to, from 
Slavs, 397; Henry the Lion and, 406 sq. ; 
monasticism in, 677 ; 355 ; Kings of, see 
Canute VI, Eric I, II, HI, Emit, Svein, 
Waldemar 

Derby, borough, 555; earldom of, created by 
Stephen, 546; earls of, see Ferrers 
Derbyshire, 568 

Dermot Mac Murrough, King of Leinster, 
and Hemy H, 565 sq. 

Derwent, river, 499 

Desiderius, abbot of Monte Cassino, see 
Victor III, Pope 

Devon, Devonshire, 481, 500, 503, 525, 532, 
543; earldom of, 547; earls of, see Bedvers 
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Dialogus de Scaccaria , 573 
Diepold of Vohburg, German general, 464, 
470, 472 

Dieppe, tolls of, 486 

Diether, chancellor of Henry YI, on Sicily, 
462 

Dietrich, count of Katlenburg, 152 note 
Dietrich of Landsberg, his accusations 
against Henry the Lion, 404 
Dietrich, bishop of Verdun, given territory 
in Lorraine by Henry IV, 143 
Dietrich of Wettin, 465 
Dijon, 2, 427, 618 sq. , 649 ; monastery of 
St B&uigne at, 659 sq., 662 sq. ; 695 
Dinant, ichevins at, 632 
Dionysius Exiguus, his collection of canons, 
708 sq. 

Dirgkam, vizier of Egypt, defeated by 
Amauryl, 308; deposed by Nur-ad-Dln, 
ib. 

Disceptatio Synodalis, treatise of St Peter 
Damian, 44 
Dives, river, 495, 499 
Djidjelli, captured by Roger II, 189 
Dmitri, King of Russia, and Gregory VII, 85 
Dobin, Wendish. fortress, 355, 397 
Dol, in Brittany, 518, 536 
Ddle, in Franche ComfcA 618 
Domain, royal, in Germany, 122 sq.; Henry 
IV and domain in Saxony, 128 ; in Eng- 
land, 508 sq.; in France, 592 sqq. 
Domesday Book, evidence to be drawn from, 
505 sqq.; crown lands, 508; church lands, 
509 sq.; lay fiefs, 510 sqq.; secular clerks, 
679 

Domfront, seized by William I, 495; 527, 
531 

Dominic, St, 683 

Donaldbane, elected King of Scotland, but 
deposed by William II, 524 
Donati, Corso, pode&ta, 238 
Donation of Constantine, 711; Nicholas II 
and, 175; Gregory VII makes use of, 
85; Urban II uses, 85 note, 90, 175 
Doneau, the jurist, 752 
Donnelay, 654 
Donzy, 615 

Dorchester (on Thames) , see of, 51 1, 516 
Dorotheas, an Eastern jurist, 717 
Dorset, 544, 549 

Dorylaeum, crusaders defeat Turks at, 286 
sq.; Conrad III defeated at, 608 
Douaren, the jurist, 752 
Dover, 501, 508, 621, 567 sq, 

Dreu of Mouckv , and Louis VII, 615 
Dreux, 593 ; count of, 614 ; see Robert 
Drogo, bishop of Macon, 34 
Drogo, son of Tailored de Hauteville, goes . 
to Aversa, 170 ; wars against Byzantines, 
171 ; recognised as leader jqfr Apulian 
Normans, 172; murder 
Drogo of Ncsie, a leader of JHKs, 277 
Druses, their belief as to Caliph Hakim, 
253 

Dublin, 504, 565 sq. 


Dudley, 544 

Dado, dean of Saint-Quentin, on history of 
Normandy, 484 
Duffield, 568 
Duisburg, 407 
Dunois, county of, 653 
Duns Scotus, his philosophy, 827 sqq. 
Dunstable, 538 

Dunstan, St, 3; his reform of English 
monasteries, 663; Theodulfs capitulary 
. and, 775 
Dunster, 544 
Dumvieh, 538 

Duqaq , Shams-al-muliik, ruler of Damascus, 
Turkish leader, 264, 293 
Durance, river, 664 
Durand, bishop of Troarn, 3 
Durandus (Wilhelmus Durantis), the canon- 
ist, 742 

Durazzo, captured by Normans, 181 sq.; re- 
taken, 182; 199, 280, 283 
Durham, 504, 543 sq.; castle of, 522; see 
of, 511, 537; cathedral; 553; abbey; 689, 
691 

Dyfed, South Welsh principality, 525, 546 

Eadmer, chronicler, on St Anselm, 97 
Eadrie the Wild, revolts against William I, 

. .504 

Eadwig, King of England, 663 
Ealdgyth, Queen, wife of Harold, 497 
Ealdred, archbishop of York, crowns 
William I, 502; death of, 516 
East Anglia, 481, 501 sq., 504, 507, 522, 
551, 568, 570, 578, 581; earl of, 518 
Eberhard, archbishop of Salzburg, papal 
sympathies of, 394; Frederick I’s letter 
to, 431; 395 

Eberhard, archbishop of Tr&ves, made 
primate of Gallia Belgica, 34 
Eberhard, bishop of Bamberg, sent by 
Frederick I oh embassy to Rome, 382 ; tries 
to reconcile Frederick I and Hadrian IV, 
429; his attitude towards claims of 
Frederick I, 394 

Eberhard, count of Nellenburg, sent by 
Henry IV on embassy to Italy, 65 ; sent to 
garrison Luneburg, 130; captured by 
Saxons, 131 

Eborard, bishop of Norwich, 553 
Ebrach, Cistercian abbey, 676 
^chauff our, barony of, 488 sq. 

Echevins, in French communes, 632 sq. 
Eden, river, 524 

Edessa, Frankish county of, 301 sq. ; 304 sq. ; 
Baldwin first count, 287 ; conquered by 
JZangl, 307; effect of its fall on Europe, 
307, 353, 373, 607 ; counts of, see Baldwin, 
Joscelin 

Edgar the Aetlieling, set aside by Harold, 
481 ; plan to raise him. to the throne on 
. Harold’s death, 501; submits to William, 
502 ; taken to Normandy, 503; vain re- 
bellions of, 503 sqq.; sent by William II to 
invade Scotland , 524 ; takes the Cross, 527 
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Edgar, son of Malcolm Canmore, King of 
Scotland, 524 

Edictum Rotharis, the, 723, 730 sq. 
Edinburgh, castle of, 571 
Edington, canons of, 683 
Edith, Queen, widow of Edward the Con- 
fessor, 508 

Edith, Queen of Henry I, see Matilda 
Edward the Confessor, King of England, 
death of, 481 

Edward I, King of England, and French 
communes, 634; his crusade, 317 
Edward III, King of England, 692 
Edwin, earlof Mercia, acquiesces in Harold’s 
election, 482; defeated byHaroIdHardrada, 
499 ; retires to his estates after Hastings, 
501 sq. ; submits to William, 502; rebels, 
503; death of, 505 

Egbert, archbishop of York, his collection of 
penitentials, 710 

Egilbert, archbishop of Treves, 113 note 
Egypt, Islam in, Chap, vi; Tulunite dynasty 
in, 244 sq. ; rule of emirs from Baghdad, 245 
sq.; conqueredbyFatimiteCaliphs,247sqq.; 
position of , in second half of tenth century, 
252. sq.; under Caliph Hakim, ib.; under 
Caliph Mustansir, 258 sqq.; peace restored 
fcy Badr-al-jam'ali, 262; invaded by Turks, 
262 ; Norman attacks on coasts of, 200 ; 
relations with kingdom of Jerusalem , 308 ; 
conqueredforNur-ad-Dxn, 308 sq.; Saladin, 
Sultan of, 309 ; crusades against, 314 sqq.; 
Mamluks of, conquer Latin States, 317 sq. 
Eiehstadt, 32 
Eider, river, 344, 387, 399 
Eike von Repkow, his Sachsenspiegel, 753 
Eilica, daughter of duke Magnus Bilking, 
marries Otto of Ballenstadt, 152 sq. ; mother 
of Albert the Bear, ib. 

Einhard, the historian, 773 
EkbertI, count of Brunswick, aids Anno to 
capture Henry IV, 115, 129; made mar- 
grave of Meissen, 129 

Ekbert H, count of Brunswick, made 
margrave of Meissen, 129 ; leader in Saxon 
revolt, 130 sq.; expels Vratislav of Bohe- 
mia from Meissen , 135; won over by Henry 
IV, 141 ; his ambition, 144; his isolation 
and death, 145; 152 sq., 164, 334 
Ekbert, bishop of Munster, 342 
Ekkehard, chronicler, 155; on inception of 
the First Crusade, 272 
Elbe, river, 344, 355, 357, 397, 399, 401, 460, 
465 

Eleanor, of Aquitaine, Queen, marries Louis 
VH, 604; urges Louis to support Ralph of 
Vermandois, 606; divorced, and marries 
Henry II, 551 , 609; imprisoned, 567; vice- 
regal authority of, 575 
Elim, 301 

Elster, river, battle near, 141 
Elvira, council of, and celibacy, 11 
Elvira, wife of Roger II, 191 
Ely, 504 sq. , 549, 552; monastery, 509; 
diocese created by Henry I, 535 


Emico, count of Leiningen, a leader of 
crusaders, persecutes Jews, 277 
Emmehard, missionary, made bishop of 
Mecklenburg, 356 

Emperors of the East, see Alexius I, n, III, 
Andronicus, Basil I, II, Constantine VII, 
VIII, IX, Isaac Angelus, John Comnenus, 
John Tzimisces, Leo III, VI, Manuel, 
Michael IV, VII, Nicephoros II, III, 
Romanus IH, IV 

Emperors of the West (and Kings of the 
Romans), see Charles, Conrad II, III, 
Frederick, I, II, Henry II, HI, IV, V, VI, 
Lotharlll, Louis, Otto I, II, III, IV, Philip 
England, Chaps, xxv, xv, xvi; Norman 
monarchy in, xv sq,; simony in, 9 sq.; 
Leo IX and, 29; church reform in, 45 sq.; 
Gregory VII and, 63, 83 sq.; Henry the 
Lion and, 406 sq., 460; rental in 1086, 
506 sqq.; crown lands, 508 ; lauds held by 
clergy, 509 sq.; lay fiefs, 510 sqq.; tenure 
of fiefs under William I, 511 sqq.; con- 
dition of peasants, 513; development of 
Roman and canon law in, 757 sqq.; see also 
Peter’s Pence ; Kings of, see Edward the 
Confessor, Edward I, III, Harold; Henry 
I, II, V, Vin, John, Richard, Stephen, 
William I, II 

Enguerrand of Coucy, 593, 595 
Ennodius, historian, 766 
i&pemon, castle of, 593, 596 
Eppenstein, family of, predominant in 
Carinthia, 114, 140; see Liutold 
Eppin the cup-bearer, at the court of Charles 
the Great, 772 
Epte, river, 491, 601 sq. 

Equestrian order, revived at Rome, 373 
Erfurt, synod at (1073), 131 note; synod at 
(1074), 61; diet of (1182), Henry the Lion 
submits to Frederick I at, 406; diet of 
(1196), refuses to make crown hereditary, 
478 

Eric I, King of Denmark, 344 \ 

Eric II, King of Denmark, driven out by 
Magnus, 344; obtains the throne, 344 sq.; 

■■■■»386 ' 

Eric III, King of Denmark, 355, 386 
’Erlembald, leader of reformers at Milan, 40, 
47 sq.; visits Rome, 47 ; war against Guido, 
48; ruler of Milan, 48, 219 ; rising against 
him, and his murder, 64 
Erluin, abbot of Lobbes, 5 
Erlung, bishop of Wurzburg, revolts against 
\ Henry V, 160 . ■. ■ 

Ermengarde, viscountess of Narbonne, 
appeals to Louis VII, 616 
Ermesinde, daughter of Henry, count of 
Namur, 411 

Ermingarde, sister of Conrad III, marries 
Godfrey of Lorraine, 350 note 
Esdraelon, plain of, 249 
Eskil, archbishop of Lund, .outrage against, 
390, 424 
Esne, 630 

Essex, 502 sq., 508, 549, 568; earldom of, 
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created by Stephen, 546; earls of, see 
Mandeville 

Este, castle of Estensi Otbertines, 230 
Estensi, line of Otbertine marquesses, 

Estrith, sister of Knut, 490 
Esychius, 768 
Etampes, 342, 620 

Etienne of Tournai, the canonist, 742 
En, 483, 490, 531, 536, 539 ; comtS , 485 
Eudes, duke of Burgundy, helps to found 
Oiteaux, 672 

Eudes, count of Corbeil, 596 
Eugenius II, Pope, and schools, 776 
Eugenins III , Pope (Bernard of Pisa) , election 
of, 370, 677; and Roman republic, 370 sq ; ; 
proclaims Second Crusade, 353, 373; his 
doubts as to the Second Crusade, 374 sq.; 
holds council of Eheims to discuss doctrine , 
376 ; returns to Italy, 377 ; attacks Arnold 
at council of Brescia, ib.\ relations with 
Roger II, 188, 377; attempts to regain 
Rome, 377; strives to detach Conrad III 
from his alliance with Manuel, 378 sq.; 
his negotiations with Conrad III, 379 sq.; 
embassy of Frederick I to, 382, 413 sq.; 
close alliance with Frederick 1, 190, 384; 

: and Frederick I’s appointment to the see 
of Magdeburg, 892; unites Savigny to 
Cistercians, 678; dies, 677; 388, 682 
Eugenius IV, Pope, and monastic reform, 
695 

E ugenius, emir , translator of Ptolemy’ sOptics, 
: 207 

Eure, river, 536 

Euric, King of the Visigoths, laws of, 726, 
744 sq., 768 

Eustace, count of .Boulogne, helps William I, 
498; tries to drive Odo of Bayeux from 
Dover, 503; his baronies, 511 
Eustace, count of Boulogne, goes with his 
brother, Godfrey of Bouillon, on First 
Crusade, 274, 283; quarrels and is recon- 
ciled with Henry I of England, 529 ; heiress 
of, marries Stephen, 537 
Eustace of Blois, count of Boulogne, son of 
King Stephen, 550; supported by Louis 
VII, 609; death of, 551, 610 
Eustace Grener, captures Tyre, 305 
Eutin, 354 

Eva, daughter of Dermot Mac Murrough, 
565 

Everard de Ros, 578 
Evesham, abbey, 684 
Evrecy, 525, 530 

Bvreux, 531, 536, 539, 603; comt6, 485; 

count of, 612 
Ewyas, 525 

Exchequer, English, organised by Roger of 
Salisbury, 533 sq.; under Henry II, 673 
sqq. 

Exeter, besieged, 503 ; see of, 511 ; com- 
munal chapter of, 678 
Exmes, tolls of, 486; 543 
Eye, honour of, 528, 537, 541, 558, 561 


Fakhr-al-mulflk Ridwan, see Ridwan 
Falaise, 483, 490, 492 sq., 523, 531, 550; 

Robert of Belleme and, 530; tolls of, 486 
Falkenstein, castle, 339 
False Decretals, see Law, Canon 
Fanny ah, besieged by Greeks, 250, 252 
Farabi, Arab philosopher, 815 sq. 

Farf a, monastery of, 658; its endowment, 
661; resists reform, 5, 662; reformed by 
abbot Hugh, 664; Frederick I at, 421; 14, 
36 

Fasdiq (Tell-as-sultan), 261 
Fatik, ‘Aziz-ad-Daulah, 255 
Fatimite Caliphs, dynasty of, 244; attacks 
on Egypt, 245; conquest of Egypt, 247; 
rivalry with Qarmatians, 248 ; conquest of 
South Syria, 249 ; contact and wars with 
Byzantine Empire, 249 sqq.; treaties with 
Byzantines, 251 sq. , 256 sq . ; Syrianrevolts, 
253 sqq.; loss of North Africa, 258; em- 
ployment of Turks, 259; loss of Syria to 
Seljuqs, 260 sqq.; recovery of Palestine, 
264; loss of Palestine to crusaders, 295 sqq.; 
puppets of their viziers, 308; conquered 
for Nur-ad-Dln, 308 sq. ; Caliphs, see ‘Aziz, 
Hakim, Mu'izz, Musta‘11, Mustansir, 
‘Ubaidalliih, Zakir 

Fecamp, 490, 524; abbey of, foundation of, 
484; charters of, 486 sq.; 491, 500 
Felix, St, of Valois, 683 
Felix, bishop of Urgel, his heresy, 659 
Felixstowe, 569 
Fermo, 5, 65, 179 sq. 

Ferrara, 23; rival of Venice, 230; death of 
Urban IH at, 458 
Ferrers, family of, 511 
Ferrers, Robert de, created earl of Derby by. 
Stephen, 546 

Ferrers, William de, earl of Derby, rebels 
against Henry II, 568; 580 
Ferruchias, sells the Lateran to Urban II, 
91 

Fieschi, Sinibaldo de’ , see Innocent IV, Pope 

Figeac, commune at, 634 

Filieffe, commune, 653 

Firdaus, see Philaretus 

Fitero, abbey, 682 

Fitz Alan, William, of Oswestry, rebels 
against Stephen, 544 
Fitz Baldwin, William, in Wales, 525 
Fitz Count, Brian, 536 ; rebels against 
Stephen, 545 

Fitz Flaald, Alan, ancestor of the Stuarts, 
536 

Fitz Gerald, Henry, 580 
Fitz Gerald, Warm, 580 
Fitz Gilbert, Richard, see Strongbow, Richard 
Fitz Hamon, Robert, his campaign in Wales, 
525 ; 636 ; supports Henry I, 528 ; im- 
prisoned by Robert of Normandy, 530 
Fitz John, Eustace, rebels against Stephen, 
544 

Fitz Osbern, Osbern, dean of Bosham, 497 
Fitz. Osbern, William, earl of Hereford, 
f ounds a monastery at Lire, 493; seneschal 


Index 


965 


of William 1, 497; left in charge in England, 
503; his baronies, 511; erects castles, 512; 
death of, 5 18 

Fitz Stephen, William, on the exchequer, 
574 

Flanders, dispute as to succession in, 598sqq.; 
communes in, 626, 637, 689, 643 sqq., 649; 
monasticism in, 677 ; 135, 288, 410 sq., 


145, 339, 383 ; bishops of W’iirz burg given 
ducal rights in, 118 ; bishop Eiiung de- 
prived of these rights, 160; ascendancy of 
Hohenstaufen in, 336; monasticism in, 
676 

Frangipani, John, Urban II supported by, 91 
Frangipani, Boman family, drive Gelasius II 
from Borne, 105 ; bring back Innocent II 


494, 518, 535, 604 ; counts of, see Baldwin, 
Charles, Philip, Bobert, Thierry, William 
Flarchheim, indecisive battle of (1080), 141 
Fleury, monastery of, 661 ; reformed by Odo, 
662 ; its dependent houses, 663 
Fleury, historian, on Batherius, 3 
Floehberg, castle, besieged by Welf VI, 357 
Flora, hermitage, 688 
Florerice, council in (1055), 31; death of 
Stephen IX at, 33; 35; death of Nicholas II 
near, 39 ; consuls at, 220 ; wars with the 
Guidi and Alberti, 224 ; position at end of 
twelfth century, 225; her increasing power, 
228; her foes and allies, ib.; meetings of 
the Savii at, 234 

Foliot, Gilbert, bishop of Hereford, later of 
London, 555, 557, 563 
Foliot, Boger, 576 

Folmar, archdeacon, his claim to arch- 
bishopric of Tr&ves, 408, 455 sq., 458; 
finally deposed by Clement III, 409, 
459 

Fontaines, Pierre de, French jurist, 751 
Fontaneto, provincial synod at (1057), 41 
Fonte Avellana, monastery of, 33, 667 
Fontebuono, monastery, 667 
Fontenay, abbey, 673 

Fonte vrault, monastery and order of, 671 , 694 
Fontfroide, abbey, 688 
Forchheim, diet at, Budolf of Swabia elected 
king, 71, 137 sqq., 166, 834 
Formulas Visigoticas, the, 744 
Fornham St Genevieve, battle at, 570 
Foroiulium (Udine), see of, 28 
Forth, the, 524 

Fountains, abbey, 553, 666, 677, 686 sq. 
Framlingham, castle, 568 sq., 571 
France, Chap, xvin; anarchy in, 592 sqq.; 
growth of royal power in, xvi sq.; simony 
in, 9; church reform in, 34, 46, 81 sqq. , 
88 sq.; lay investiture abolished in, 99; 
alliance of Hohenstaufen with, 397; 
temporary breach of alliance, 468 sq.; 
development of Boman and canon law in, 
748 sqq.; legal literature and teaching, 
750 sqq.; schools of rhetoric in, 766; 
episcopal schools in, 771 sq.; Charles the 
Great and schools in, 772 sqq,.; schools 
after Charles, 776 sqq.; Bings of, see 
Charles, Henry I, Louis VI, VH, IX, 
Philip I, II; see also Communes 
Franche Comte, see Burgundy, county of ■■ . 
Francis, St, of Assisi, his mission to Egypt, 
325 

Franciscans, the, and Aristotehanism , 822 
Franconia, duchy of, 113, 118 sq., 137, 140, 


to Borne, 368 

Frankfort, council of (794), 8; settlement of 
(1142), 349 sq.; diet at (1147), 353, 357; 
348, 382, 478 

Franks, laws of the, 723, 727 sq. 

Frederick I, Barbarossa, Western Emperor, 
Chaps, xn, xm; duke of Swabia, 379; 
his unanimous election, 380 sq. ; character 
of, 382, 413; his work in Germany, xvii sq.; 
his legislative work, 382 sq . ; promulgates 
a Land Peace, 383 ; settlement of Bavaria, 
385 ; and Denmark, 386 ; disturbances in 
Germany during absence of, 387 sq.; rela- 
tions with Bohemia, Poland, and Hungary, 
388 sq.; relations with Burgundy, 389 sq.; 
divorces Adelaide and marries Beatrix of 
Burgundy, 390; the diet of Besanqon 
(1157), 390 sq., 424 sq.; ecclesiastical 
policy of, 108, 390 sqq.; success of his 
ecclesiastical policy, 395 relations with 
Byzantine Empire, 396 ; with France, 397 ; 
and England, ib. ; and Louis VII, 617 sqq. ; 
alliance with Philip Augustus, 409; his 
support of Henry the Lion, 401; breach 
with Henry, 402 sq.; tries and condemns 
Henry, 404 sq.; the Lombard League and, 
Chap, xin ; relations with Eugenius III, 

190, 413 sq.; his: first expedition to Italy, 

191, 194, 415; sacks various Milanese 
casteM, 417 sq.; alliance with Venice, 
Genoa, and Pisa, 418 ; conference with the 
Pope’s ambassadors at San Quirico, 418 sq. ; 
acts as Hadrian IV’ s squire, 419 sq.; his 
imperial coronation, 421; conflict with the 
Bomans, 420 sq. ; returns to Germany, 422; 
negotiations with Byzantium, 191, 193, 
196, 422; estrangement from Hadrian IV, 
109,424; quarrel over benejida, xii, 390 sq., 
425 sq.; Italian campaign (1158), 426 sqq.; 
diet of Koncaglia, xx, 117 note, 427 ; re- 
newed dispute with Hadrian, 429 sq.; his 
attitude towards Victor IV and Alexander 
III, 431 sq. ; his capture and destruction of 
Milan, 434 sq.; forms alliance with Pavia 
and Genoa, 435; failure of negotiations 
with Louis VH, 436; renewed difficulties 
in Italy, 487 sqq.; his third expedition to 
Italy, 437 sq.; fourth expedition to Italy, 
439 sqq.; holds diet at Lodi, 439 sq.; be- 
sieges Borne, 441 ; destruction of his army 
by pestilence, 442 ; leaves Italy, ib.', affairs 
in Germany (1168), 443; failure of nego- 
tiations with Alexander III, 444; fifth 
expedition to Italy, 444 sqq.; and battle of 
Legnano , 446 sq . ; makes treaties of Anagni 
and Venice, 447 sqq. ; makes Peace of Con- 
stance with Lombards, 452; holds festival 
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at Mayence, 452; and Lucius III, 408, 453, 
455 sqq.; and Urban III, 408 sq., 457 sq., 
475; and Gregory VIII, 409, 458 sq.; and 
Clement III, 409, 459 sq.; and the Third 
Crusade, 310, 374, 409 sqq., 459; his 
death, 310, 412; 109, 138 note, 153 sq., 
454, 467, 477 

Frederick II, Western Emperor, birth of, 457 , 
472 ; elected king, 478; his renunciation of 
imperial rights at ecclesiastical elections, 
109 ; marries Y olande , daughter of J ohn de 
Brienne, 314; becomes King of Jerusalem, 
ib.\ his crusade, ib.-, weakness of his rule 
in Syria, 315 sq.; 412, 476 sq. 

Frederick, archbishop of Cologne, revolts 
against Henry V, 159 sqq.; 103, 335 
Frederick of Lorraine, see Stephen IX, Pope 
Frederick I of Ilohenstaufen, duke of 
Swabia, made duke, 140; governs Germany 
in Henry IV’s absence, 121 note, 146 ; his 
claims to duchy confirmed, 148; death of, 
150, 154; 147,153 

Frederick II of Hohenstaufen, duke of 
Swabia, 153 sq. ; aids Henry V, 160; 
governs Germany in Henry’s absence, 
161; his fame as a castle builder, 164 
note ; named by Henry V as his successor, 
165 ; passed over at Mayence in favour of 
Lothar, 165 sq., 334 sqq.; breach with 
Lothar, 336, ,338 sq., 361 sq.; anathe- 
matised by Innocent II, 363 ; forced to sub- 
mit to Lothar HI, 340 sq., 366; estranged 
from Conrad III, 350 ; death of, 351 ; 381, 
387, 404 note 

Frederick IV of Rothenburg, duke of 
Swabia, younger son of Conrad HI, 379, 
381 ; made duke, 384 ; supports Hugh of 
Tubingen against Welf VI, 388; death of, 
442; 387 

Frederick V, duke of Swabia, son of 
Frederick Barbarossa, knighted, 407; takes 
the Cross, 410; dies, 472 
Frederick, duke of Upper Lorraine, father of 
Beatrice of Tuscany, 23 
Frederick, duke of Bohemia, 389 
Frederick, count-palatine of Saxony, leads 
Saxons against Albert the Bear, 348 
Frederick, count of Stade, unjustly im- 
prisoned by Lothar of Saxony, 157 
Frederick of Bogen, advocatus of Ratisbon, 
his rebellion against Henry the Proud, 
339 sq. ; supports Henry Jasomirgott 
against the bishop of Ratisbon, 352 
Freeman, E. A., on battle of Hastings, 501 
note 

Fresnay, 517 

Fressenda, second wife of Tanered de 
Hauteville, 170 

Fr4teval, Henry II and Becket reconciled at, 
563 sq. 

Frisians, expedition of Henry V against, 
159 ; join Baldwin at Tarsus, 288; colonise 
Slav lands, 399; 354 

Fritzlar, Henry V begins his revolt at, 149 
Frosinone, 416 


Fruttuaria, monastery of, 22 
Fulbert, bishop of Chartres, 3 ; and schools, 
778 

Fulbert, a tanner, grandfather of William 
the Conqueror, 492 

Fulcher of Chartres, chronicler, his report 
of Urban II’s speech at Clermont, 265; 
305 

Fulcher of Orleans, dubious identification 
of, with Volkmar, 276 
Fulda, abbey, 340, 661 ; peace of Henry VI 
with Henry the Lion at, 460 
Fulford, defeat of earls Edwin and Morkere 
at, 499 

Fulgentius Ferrandus, his arrangement of 
canons, 709 

Fulgorius, Raphael, the jurist, 740 
Fulham, 507 

Fulk Nerra, count of Anjou, 491; founds 
a nunnery at Boneeray, 671 
Fulk le Rechin, count of Anjou, and 
William I, 517; opposes William II, 
527; his influence in Maine, 529 
Fulk V, count of Anjou, King of Jerusalem, 
marries daughter of Baldwin II, 305 ; 
succeeds to throne of Jerusalem, ib,', and 
Henry I, 539 sq. 

Furness, monastery, 541, 684 

Gaeta, duke of, defeated by Richard of 
Aversa, 173 ; beginnings of commune at, 
216 

Galen, translated by William of Moerbeke, 
814 

Galeria, 86 ; count of, see Gerard 
Galilee, principality of the kingdom of 
Jerusalem, 302 

Galliate, castello, destroyed by Frederick I, 
417 

Gallipoli, 411 
Gallipoli, in Apulia, 173 
Galluceio, 187 
Gardie, 653 

Garigliano, river, Innocent II defeated on, 
187 

Garlande, family of, and Louis VII, 620 sq. 
Garlande, Anseau of, 595, 620 
Garlande, Gilbert of, 620 sq. 

Garlande, Pai'en of, 620 
Garlande, Stephen of, 620 sq. 

Garlande, William of, 620 
Garonne, river, 616 
Gascony, communes in, 627, 634 
Gaudri, bishop of Laon, and Thomas of 
Marie, 595 

Gautier, archdeacon of Laon, 595 
Gebhard, archbishop of Salzburg, given 
power to create new bishops in his diocese, 
46; hostile to Henry IV, 139 ; death of, 
145 

Gebhard, bishop of Constance, papal legate 
in Germany, elected bishop, 142 ; creates 
strong papal party in South Germany, 
91 sq., 139, 143 ; proclaimed spiritual head 
of Swabia, at assembly at Ulm, 147; sup- 
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ports revolt of Henry Y, 150 ; consecrates 
bishops appointed by Henry V, 98, 100; 
censured by Paschal II, 101 
Gebharcl, bishop of Eichstadt, see Yictor H, 
Pope 

Gebharcl, name assumed by Jaromir, bishop 
of Prague, 4 

Gebharcl, count of Supplinburg, father of 
Lothar III, 334 sq. 

Gelasius I, Pope, and presentation to bene- 
fices, 7 sq.; Gelasian theory, 56 sq., 67 
Gelasius II, Pope (John of Gaeta), 105; 
excommunicates Henry V, 105, 161 ; death 
of, 105, 6 66; 680 

Gelnhausen, diet of (1180), 404 sq.; diet at 
(1186), 409, 458 

Genoa, customs confirmed by Berengar II, 
213 sq.; consuls at, 220 sqq.; geographical 
position of, 229 ; wars with Muslims, 226, 
266 sq.; rivalry with Pisa, 226 sq., 311, 
316 sq., 438; rivalry with Venice, 227, 316 
sq.; aids Baldwin I, 304 sq., 329; develop- 
ment of commerce of, during crusades, 312, 
328 sqq. ; supports InnocentH, 366; opposes 
Frederick I, 428; allies with Alexander 
III, 435, 443 sq,; alliance of William II 
of Sicily with, 199; alliance of Henry VI 
with; 201, 203, 464, 470 sqq, 

Genoese, at Antioch, receive charter from 
Bohemond, 295 note; ships at Jaffa, 295 
"'.sqq,' ' 

Gentile, bishop of Girgenti, one of Council 
of Ten in Sicily, 197 

Geoffrey, bishop of Coutances, 504; his 
baronies, 511; rebels against William II, 
521 sq. 

Geoffrey, bishop-elect of Lincoln, illegiti- 
mate son of Henry II, 568, 570, 572; 
resigns, 579; chancellor, ib. 

Geoffrey, abbot of VendSme, visits Urban II 
at Rome, 91 

Geoffrey, duke of Brittany, son of King 
Henry II, revolt of, 567 ; his death, 572 
Geoffrey Martel , count of Anj ou, and 
William I, 494 sq.; death of, 495 
Geoffrey Plantagenet, count of Anjou, 
marries Matilda, 540 , 604 ; makes a truce 
with Stephen, 542; invited to Caen by 
Robert of Gloucester, 545; conquers 
Normandy, 550, 607 ; Louis VII and, 605; 
later relations with Louis, 608 sqq.; death 
of, 551, 611 

Geoffrey, count of Nantes, brother of Henry 
II, 555 sq., 610 sq. 

Geoffrey, count of Montescaglloso, his 
rebellion crushed by William I of Sicily, 
192 

Geoffrey, son of Tancred de Hauteville, 170 
Geoffrey of Conversano, revolts against 
Bobert Guiscard, 176, 180 
Geoffrey of Donzy, 615 
Geoffrey of Mayenne, and William I, 495 ; 

stirs up revolt in Maine, 517 
Geoffrey of Monmouth , his fabulous chronicle, 
553 


George of Antioch, grand emir of Sicily, 205 ; 
heads Roger H’s expeditions to Africa, 189; 
his death, 190 

George Maniaces, see Maniaees, George 
Gerald of Windsor, defends Pembroke, 525 
Gerard, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, papal legate 
in France, 46 

Gerard, bishop of Florence, see Nicholas n, 
Pope 

Gerard, bishop of Pisa, his award to the 
city, 220 

Gerard, St, bishop of Toul, abbot of St Evr^, 
24 

Gerard, Master of the Hospital of St John 
at Jerusalem, 305 

Gerard de Bideford, Master of the Temple, 
aids Guy de Lusignan to the throne, 309 
Gerard of Brogne, 2; and monastic reform 
in the Netherlands, 663 
Gerard, count of Galeria, helps Benedict IX, 
19; elects Benedict X, 35; 39; embassy to 
Henry IV on death of Nicholas II, 42 
Gerard, lord of Buonalbergo, seeks aid from 
Robert Guiscard, 172 

Gerard of Cremona, translates Aristotle, 
812 sq. 

Gerba, captured by Roger II, 1S9 
Gerberoi, battle of, 519 
Gerbert of Aurillao, see Sylvester II, Pope 
G6re, a Norman baron, description of his 
fief, 488 

Gerhard, provost of Magdeburg, 392 
Gerhoh of Reichersperg, on freedom of 
Church, 392 

Germain de Granval, St, 771 
Germany, Chaps* in, x, xii, xxv; reform of 
monasteries in, 2; resentment in, against 
papal authority, 60 sq.; ravaged by pesti- 
lence (1093), 92; permanent papal legate 
in, 88; political and social structure of, 
xvii sq. , 117 sqq.; nobles in, xviii; towns 
in, six, 119 sq.; effect of king’s minority 
on, xii; alliance of kings with bishops, 59 , 
123 sq.; position of Henry IV in, in 1076, 
139; evil state of, 141 ; rise of new noble 
families in, 152 sq.; famine in, 352 sq.; 
condition of, on accession of Frederick I, 
381 ; feuds in, during Frederick’s absence, 
387 sqq. ; effect of fall of Henry the Lion 
in, 405; position in, on the departure of 
Frederick I to the Crusade, 459 sq.; 
development of Roman and canon law in, 
752. sqq.; Kings of, see Emperors of the 
: West 

Gerinigny-sur-l’Aubois, 598 
Gero, bishop of Halberstadt, 403 
Gerold, bishop of Oldenburg, 399 
Gersindis of Maine, wife of Azo, and William 

Gerstungen, assembly at, Henry IV makes 

peace with Saxons, 132; 134, 143 
Gertrude, daughter of Henry the Lion, widow 
of Frederick of Rothenburg, marries Canute 
VI of Denmark, 387 

Gertrude, daughter of Lothar HE, wife of 
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Henry the Proud, 153 sq., 337 ; supports 
"Well cause on death of Henry, 348; her 
character, 349; marries Henry Jasomir- 
gott, 350; death of, 350 
Gertrude of Babenberg, half-sister of Conrad 
III, marries Vladislav II of Bohemia, 352 
Gertrude, countess of Holland, step-sister of 
Lothar III, 164, 599 

Gertrude, sister of Ekbert of Meissen, 145, 
153 ; marries Henry the Pat, 145 sq., 152 ; 
her other marriages, 152 note 
Gervais, archbishop of Rheims, 3S 
Gervase of Canterbury, chronicler, on 
Gregory VIII, 458; on the Justiciar, 577 
Gesta Francorum, on Alexius’ claim to 
Antioch, 294 

Get la Tancredi, on battle of Dorylaeum, 
286 note ; on strength of Baldwin and 
Tancred, 288 note, 2S9 note 
Geubsun (Coxon), 286 
G4z sa I, King of Hungary, son of Bela of 
Hungary, 113 ; expels Salomo, King of 
Hungary, 85 ; marriage alliance with 
Magnus of Saxony, 130; struggle with 
Henry IV, 133 ; obtains a crown from 
Michael VIII, 133 

G4za H, King of Hungary, defeats Henry Jaso- 
mirgott, 352 ; relations with Frederick I, 
389 

Ghent, 483, 599 sq.; monastery of St Pierre 
at, 663 

Gherardesca family, become Pisan citizens, 
224 

Ghibelline (Weibling), first use of term, 349 
Gibbon, on economic effects of the Crusades, 
327 sq. 

Gien, 615 

Giffard, family, fiefs of, 511, 536 sq. 
Giffard, Walter, earl of Buckingham, 522 sq.; 

supports Henry I, 528 
Giffard, William, chancellor, 528 
Gigny, abbey, 661 sq. 

Gilbert de la Porrbe, bishop of Poitiers, 
theological opinions of, 376 ; attacked by 
Walter of St Victor, 804; his philosophy, 
809 sq. 

Gilbert of Sempringham, founds his Order, 
553, 682 

Gilbert, count of Brionne, 491 sq. 

Gilbert, count of Gravina, revolts against 
William I, 195 

Gilbert le Tonnelier (the Cooper, Buatere, 
Botericus), first leader of Normans in 
South Italy, 169 

Gilbert de Clare, see Clare, Gilbert of 
Gilbert of Mons, chronicler, on relations of 
Frederick I and Henry the Lion, 402 ; his 
account of Baldwin of Hainault, 411 
Gilbertines, see Sempringham, Order of 
Gilds, in Italian cities, 236 sq. ; in France, 
637 

Giles of Lessines, and Albertus Magnus, 
821 ; 

Gioacchino (Joachim), the hermit, abbot of 
Flora, 688 ; his mysticism, 804 



GiraidusCambrensis, chronicler, onHenry VI, 
477 

Girgenti, 176 sq. 

Gisela, Empress, wife of Conrad II, 17 sq., 

; 24 

Gisors, Calixtus II meets Henry I at, 106, 
603; Henry I annexes, 601 sqq.; recovered 
by Louis VI, 607; 609; 611 sq.; occupied 
by Henry II, 614; Henry II meets his 
sons at, 569 

Gisulf, prince of Salerno, established at 
Salerno by Normans, 173 ; conflict with 
Richard of Aversa, ib.\ negotiates with 
Roger, 174; deprived of his states by 
Guiscard, 179 

Glamorgan, conquered by Robert Fitz Hamon, 
525, 580 

Glanville, Ranulf de, 571; his treatise on 
English laws, 572; as justiciar, 578; a 
sheriff, 580; a judge in the north, 585 
Glastonbury, monastery, 509, 685, 691 ; 

St Dunstan at, 663, 691 
Gleichen, castle, 145 
Glossators, the, at Bologna, 736 sqq. 
Gloucester, Robert of Caen, earl of, illegiti- 
mate son of Henry I, created earl, 536 ; 
540 sqq.; submits to Stephen, 543; takes 
up arms for Matilda in Normandy, 544 sq . ; 
invades England, 545 ; captures Stephen, 
547; captured and exchanged, 548; con- 
tinues the war, 549; dies, i&.; 498 note 
Gloucester, William, earl of, 568 sq. 
Gloucester, honour of, 536 
Gloucester, town and castle, 524, 537 sq., 
547, 549, 555; miracle in, 564; abbey, 690 
Gloucester Hall, Oxford, 689 
Gloucestershire, 503, 680 
Glycys, river, Norman army winters near, 182 
Godaiming, 523 

Godebald, bishop of Utrecht, his revolt 
against Henry V, 164 
Godehard, bishop of Hildesheim, 3 
Godfrey the Bearded, duke of Lorraine, 
marries Beatrice of Tuscany, 31; assists 
Alexander II, 43 sq.; his challenge to 
imperial authority, 112; his influence in 
Italy, 114; marches against Normans, 
45, 116, 178; death of, 49, 125 note. ; 33, 
35,115,145 

Godfrey II Gibbosus, duke of Lower Lorraine, 
asked by Gregory VII for aid, 59; his 
loyalty to Henry IV, 125 note ; husband 
of Matilda, ib.; murder of, 135 
Godfrey of Bouillon, heir of Duke Godfrey 
of Lower Lorraine, 135 ; allotted territory 
in Lorraine by Henry IV, 143 ; made duke 
of Lower Lorraine, 145; joins First Crusade, 
147, 274, 280 sq. , 300 ; his relations with 
Alexius, 281 sq., 284 ; at Nicaea, 285 ; at 
battle of Dorylaeum, 286 sq. ; at siege of 
Antioch, 291; marches to Jerusalem, 295 ; 
storms city and defeats Egyptians at 
Ascalon, 296 sq.; 298; elected Defender 
of the Holy Sepulchre, 296, 300; dies, 
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300; his part in the First Crusade, 292, 
300 ; legend of, 303 ; 304 
Godfrey of Brabant, made duke of Lower 
Lorraine by Henry V, 151 ; relations with 
Lotharlll, 338; and Flanders, 599; death 
of, 350 

Godfrey the younger, duke of Lower 
Lorraine, 350 sq. 

Godfrey, count of Calw, made count-palatine 
of the Rhine, 159 ; governs Germany in 
Henry V’s absence, 161 
Godfrey, count of Namur, aids Henry TV, 
151 

Godfrey, sub-deacon, nominated by Guido 
as his successor as archbishop of Milan, 
48; condemned by Alexander II, ib,\ in- 
vested by Henry IV and consecrated, 49; 
ignored by Henry IV and supplanted by 
Tedald, 64 sq. 

Godfrey of Viterbo, chronicler, on Conrad III, 
358; on Henry VI, 454 
Godwin, family of, 482 
Godwine of Warwick, 576 
Gonletz, castle of, 593, 596 sq. 

Gonville Hall, Cambridge, 690 
Gorze, monastery of, 2, 18, 663 
Goslar, council of (1019), 16 ; diet at (1070), 
condemns Otto of Nordheim, 129; Henry IV 
at, 130 ; besieged by Henry the. Lion, 406 ; 
122, 135, 140, 160, 336, 346, 357 sq., 385, 
394, 401, 403, 410 

Gospatric, earl of Bernieia, rebels against 
William I, 503 sq. 

Gottsehalk, leader of a band of crusaders, 276 
Gottschalk, his views on predestination, 
784 sq. 

Gozzolini, Silvestro, 688 
Grado, patriarch of, rights of, 18, 28 
Grand Assize, see Assize of Windsor 
Grande-Chartreuse, monastery of, 669 sq. • 
Grandmont, monastic order of, 668 sq. 
Gratian, John, see Gregory VI, Pope 
Gratian, canon-lawyer, his Decretum, 73, 
706 sq., 712 sqq.; 711; teaches canon law 
at Bologna, 742 

Gravina, 178 ; concordat of, between Tancred 
and Celestine III, 202, 465 
Gregory I the Great, St, Pope, Gregory VII 
and, 53 sq , , 72 ; 711 
Gregory II, Pope, 711 
Gregory TV, Pope, and war against Muslims, 
268 ; 13 note 
Gregory V, Pope, 22 

Gregory VI, Pope (John Gratian) , papacy of, 
19 ; deposition and death of, 21 ; 22 sqq., 
52,69 ' 

Gregory VII, Pope (Hildebrand), ix sq., xii; 
Chaps, ix, hi; early life of, 19, 24 sq., 
32 sqq., 36 sqq., 41, 49, 51 sqq., 174; elected 
Pope, 51; his character and policy, 53 sqq.; 
situation of Papacy on his accession, 58 sq . ; 
reconciliation with. Henry IV, 59 sq.; and 
church reform, 60 sqq.; reduces Siegfried, 
archbishop of Mayence, to obedience, 60 sq.; 
relations with German episcopate, 53, 61 ; 


holds synod at Borne (1075), 38, 62 sqq.; 
efforts to enforce obedience in North Italy, 
63 sqq.; plans for crusade, 63, 147, 268, 
271; conflict with Henry IV begins, 64, 
134; ultimatum to Henry IV, 65 sq., 135 ; 
imprisoned by Cencius, 66; Henry’s attack 
on, 66 sq., 135; excommunicates Henry, 
67, 135; his justification, 67; goes north 
to preside over council at Augsburg, 69 ; 
absolves Henry at Canossa, 69 sqq., 136 sq.; 
returns to Borne, 71 ; sends legates to diet 
at Forehheim, 71; his neutrality on elec- 
tion of Budolf of Swabia, 71 sq. , 140; dis- 
satisfaction of both kings with, 72; legisla- 
tion of (1078-9), 72 sq.; excommunicates 
and deposes Henry IV (1080), 74 sq., 141; 
effect of sentence, 75 sq.; deposed by 
council of Brixen, 76, 141; seeks .aid. from.' 
Normans, 76; relations with Normans, 
76 sq., 178 sqq., 193; alliance with Robert 
Guiscard, 77, 181; Romans begin to fail 
him, 78; Henry IV victorious over, 79; 
rescued by Robert Guiscard, 79; death of, 
at Salerno, 80; summary of his work, 80; 
his extreme claims the result of opposition, 
81; his relations with France, 81 sqq.; 
with England, 84 sq., 497, 516 ; with other 
countries, 85, 133; results of liis policy, 
85 ; position of his supporters at his death, 
86 ; Cluny and , 665 ; and schools, 777 sq.; 
4, 13 note, 109 sqq., 130, 143, 151 sq., 391 
Gregory VIII, anti-Pope, see Bourdin 
Gregory VIII, Pope (Albert of Morra), 409, 
458 sq.; death of, 459 
Gregory IX, Pope, and Aristotle, 818; issues 
his Decretals, 713 sq., 748 ; and the reform 
of the Benedictine Order, 686; and the 
Celestines, 688; and Frederick IPs crusade, 
314 

Gregory XI, Pope, approves Order of Corpus 
Christi, 692 

Gregory XII, Pope, and abbey of Santa 
Giustina, 693 

Gregory XIII, Pope, issues official edition of 
the Corpus iiiris canmici, 714, 742 
Gregory Papareschi, see Innocent II, Pope 
Gregory, rival of Benedict VIII, 15 
Gregory, naval prefect under Otto III, 14 sq. 
Grimoald, King of the Lombards, and 
Lombard law, 730 

Grimoald of Bari, rebels against Roger II, 

186 

Groby, castle, 568 sq. 

Groenendael, monastery, 694 
Groot, Gerhard, of Deventer, mystic, 694 
Grosmont, monastery, 669 
Grosseteste, Bobert, bishop of Lincoln, his 
translations from Greek, 331, 812 sqq. 
Gruffydd ap Cynan, prince of North Wales 
(Gwynedd), 525 

Guaimav IV , prince of Salerno, obtains aid 
from Normans, 168 sq.; death of, 169 
Guaimar V, prince of Salerno, succeeds to 
principality, 169; joined byBainulf, 170; 
chosen as leader by Normans, 171; de- 
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prived oi Capua by Henry III, 172; murder 
of, 173 

Gualbert, St John, see John Gualbert 
Guarino, bishop of Modena, and celibacy, 
14 

Guastaha, council of (1106), 101 
Guibert of Nogenfc, on Thomas of Marie, 

; 593 

Guibert (anti-Pope Clement IH), archbishop 
of Eavenna, and the papal election decree, 
37, 42 ; submits to Alexander II, 60 ; again 
proclaims independence of his see, 64; 
elected Pope at Brixen, 75 sq., 141 sq.; 
his character, 76 ; enthroned as Clement 
III, 79; expelled from Home, 91; his 
attitude on re-ordination, 93 ; and election 
of Paschal II, 96 ; death of, 94, 96 sq., 149 ; 
87,90,143,145,182,526 
Guibert, chronicler, his report of Urban IPs 
speech at Clermont, 265 
Guidi, counts, wars with Florence, 224 
Guido of Crema (anti-Pope Paschal III), 
elected Pope, 394 sq., 438; canonises 
Charlemagne, 439; at Viterbo, 440; at 
Rome, 441; death of, 443; 397 
Guido, cardinal, protects Arnold of Brescia, 
372 

Guido, archbishop of Milan, 28, 33, 39 sqq.; 
summoned to Rome, 42; conflict with 
Pataria, 47 sq.; resigns, but returns, 48; 
death of, 48; 219 

Guido, bishop of Arezzo, and simony, 26 
Guido, son of the count of Biandrate, 
nominated by Frederick I as archbishop 
of Ravenna, 429 

Guienne, communes in, 627, 650 
Guifred of Cerdagne, archbishopof Narbonne, 

Guigues du Chatel, prior of the Grande- 
Chartreuse, 669 sq. 

Guiscard, Robert, see Robert Guiscard 
Guisnes, county of, 548; see also Vere 
Gulielmus, a Pavese lawyer, 733 
Gunoelin of Hagen, count of Schwerin, and 
the Wends, 398; aids Henry the Lion, 
406 

Gundisalvi, Dominic, translator and philo- 
sopher, 811, 817 

Gundobad, King of the Burgundians, his 
Lex Gandobada, 722, 726 ; his Lex Momma 
Burgundionuvi, 722 
Gunther, archbishop of Cologne, 13 
Guy de Lnsignan, King of Jerusalem and 
Cyprus, marries Sibylla., sister of Baldwin 
IV, 809; his rale in Jerusalem, 310 ; 
captured by Saladin, ib.; besieges Acre, 
ib.; his rivalry with Conrad of Montferrat, 

310 sq.: receives Cyprus from Richard I, 

311 

Guy, archbishop of Rheims, 26 

Guy, archbishop of Vienne, see CalixtusH, 

/Pope 

Guy, count of Flanders, 404 note 
Guy of Burgundy, and William I of 
Normandy, 493 


Guy of Rochefort, 597, 602 

Guzance, nunnery, 681 

Gwynedd (North Wales), 525, 556 sq.; 

princes of, see Gruffydd, Owen 
Gyrth, brother of Harold, killed at Hastings, 
501 

Gytha, mother of Harold, holds out against 
William, 503 

Hadrian I, Pope, his collection of canons 
(Dionysio-IIadriana) , 709 ; his (forged) 
privilege to Charles the Great, 101 
Hadrian IV, Pope (N ieholas Brcakspear) , 
his accession and character, 415 sq,; rela- 
tions with Arnold of Brescia, 415 sq.; 
places Rome under interdict, 416; rela- 
tions with William I of Sicily, 192 sq., 
416 sq.; signs treaty of Benevento with 
Normans, 193 ; mediates between Manuel 
VII and William 1, 194; his alliance with 
Normans against the Empire, ib.; sends 
an embassy to Frederick I, 418; meets 
Frederick I, 419 sq.; crowns Frederick, 
421; his critical position in 1155, 423 ; 
his war against William of Sicily, ib.; 
defeated and forced to make peace, 424; 
his estrangement from Frederick I, ib.; 
quarrel over beneficia, xii, 109, 390 sq.* 
425 sq.; disputes renewed, 429 sq.; tries 
to form league against Frederick, 430; 
death of, 430 ; approves Rule of Order of 
Grammont, 668; 111, 477, 805 
Hadrianople, 411 
Hainault, 410 

Hakim, Fatimite Caliph, 252 sqq.; his 
’ character," 253; damages the Holy Sepul- 
chre, 257 

Halberstadt, seeof, dispute between Frederick 
I and Henry the Lion as to, 403; captured 
by Henry, 405; 344 
Haidensleben, 401, 405 sq. 

Halinard, archbishop of Lyons, reforms of, 
10; proposed as Pope, 23 
Halle, sack of , by Lothar III, 340 
Halmyrus, see Almira 
Halrefeld, Henry the Lion’s victory at, 406 
/Hamah, in Syria, 247, 249, 256, 261, 306, 315 
Hamdan, Arab house of, 245 sqq., 250 sq., 
254 sq. 

Hampshire, 581 
Hanover, 460 

Hanseatic League, alliance with Teutonic 
Order, 333 

Harbottle, castle, 570 

Harding, Stephen, abbot of Citeaux, 672 sqq.; 
681 

Harim, raiders from, defeated by crusaders, 
290; capture of, ib.; 247, 257 
HarmenopuluB, Constantinus, an Eastern 
jurist, 719 

Harold, King of England, hia election, 481; 
its justification, 482 ; his fear of William 
of Normandy, 482 sq.; marries Ealdgyth, 
497 ; defeats Harold Hardrada, 499 ; de- 
feated and killed at Hastings, 500 sq. 
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Harold Hardrada, King of Norway, invades 
England, 499; defeated and slain, ib. 
Harold, brother of Canute of Schleswig, 
844 

Harran, 268 ; Bohemond defeated at, 801 
Harrow, manor of, 507 
Hartwig, archbishop of Bremen, and Henry 
the Lion, 356, 401, 460 ; deprived of regalia 
by Frederick I, 393 ; Wendisk bishoprics 
and, 356, 399 ; death of, 401 
Hartwig, archbishop of Magdeburg, at battle 
of Pleichfeld, 144; relations with Henry 
IV, 145 

Hartwig, bishop of Ratisbon, and Frederick 
I, 393 

Harfin ibn Khan, first Seljuq to gain footing 
in Syria, 260 

Harzburg, castle, Magnus confined in, 129; 

Henry IV at, 131 ; destruction of , 152 sq. 
Hasan, Zairid prince of Mahdiyah, and 
Roger H, 189 

Hasan al-‘asam (Hasan al-a'sham), Qarma- 
tian leader, 248 

Hasan al-yazurl, minister of Mustansif , 259 
fiasan ibn ‘Ammar, Fatimite governor in 
* Syria, 252 

Hasan ibn Ja‘far, sharif of Mecca, 253 
Hassan, son of Mufarrij ibn Daghfal, 255 
Hastings, battle of, 500 sq.; 577 
Haughley, castle, 569 

Hauteville, in Normandy, 170, 493; house 
of Hauteville, Chap, xv passim 
Headda, schooling of, 771 
Hubert, count, gives a charter to St Quentin, 
626 

H41ie, lord of la F16che, in Maine, 527 ; re- 
established as count of Maine, 529 ; and 
Henry I, 530 

Helmold, chronicler, on Henry the Lion and 
the Wends, 399 
Helmold of Schwerin, 460 
Henfrid IV of Toron, marries Isabella, sister 
of Baldwin IV, 309; refuses kingship, 
310 ; divorced by Isabella, 311 
Henry II, Western Emperor, ecclesiastical 
policy of, 15 sqq., 22; and South Italy, 
168 sq.; receives collective fealty from 
Lombard towns, 214, 216; his grant to 
: Savona, 217 

Henry III, Western Emperor, succeeds Con- 
rad 11,19; ecclesiastical policy of, vii, 3, 14, 
17 sqq.; and Gregory VI, 21; his second 
marriage, 21 ; in Italy (1054-5) , 31 ; death 
of, 31, 112; 26, 28, 32, 39 sq., 52, 59, 69, 83, 
85, 109, 114, 118, 127, 152, 172, 345, 366, 
394 

Henry IV, Western Emperor, Chaps, n, 
ttt ; minority of, vii, xii, 31, 37, 39, 42, 
44, 112 sqq.; end of regency, 115; forced 
to dismiss Adalbert, 116; personal govern- 
ment begins, 116 ; marriage to Bertha of 
Turin, ib.; attempts to divorce her, 34, 
117 ; his policy, 125 sq.; his statesmanship 
and character, 126; breach with Pope 
Alexander II, 49, 59, 130; relations with 
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Poland, 130; and Saxony, xvii, 128 sqq.; 
Saxon revolt of 1073, 60, 130 sqq.; his 
reconciliation with Gregory VII, 59 sq., 
131; and the treaty of Gerstungen, 132; 
relations with Hungary, 138; defeats 
Saxons on the Unstrut, 62, 64, 133 sq.; 
his harsh treatment of the Saxons, 134 ; 
his challenge to the Pope over Milan, xii, 
64 sq., 130, 134; holds Council of Worms 
(Jan. 1076), 66 sq.; excommunicated, 67, 
135 sq,; effects of excommunication, 68, 
135; and diet of Tribur, 68 sq., 136 sq.; 
at Canossa, 69 sq. , 137 ; success of Henry’s 
plan, 71, 137; position in Germany on 
coronation of Rudolf, 139; relations with 
Pope, 72, 74, 139; his appointment of 
dukes, 140; his diplomacy, 140 sq.; second 
excommunication of, in 1080, 74 sq., 141; 
council of Brixen deposes Gregory VII, and 
sets up anti-Pope, 75, 141 ; expeditions to 
Italy, 78, 142; captures Leonine city, 78; 
captures Rome, 79 ; crowned Emperor by 
anti-Pope, 79, 142; establishes his hold 
in Germany, 143 ; proclaims the Peace of 
God, ib.; forced to leave Saxony again, 144;. 
end of Saxon revolt, ib.; climax of his 
power, 145; his second marriage, ib.; 
second campaign in Italy, 91, 146; revolt 
of Conrad and Praxedis, ib.; and First 
Crusade, 147 sq., 273; peace in Germany 
(1098), 148 ; Henry V elected as his suc- 
cessor, ib.; Paschal II and, 97, 149; revolt 
of Henry V, 97 sq., 149 sqq.; captured and 
deposed by Henry V, 150 sq.; escapes, 151 ; 
death of , ib.; character of his reign, 151 
sq. ; his grant to Pisa, 220 note ; 109 sq. , 
154, 158, 166, 179 sq., 182 sq., 665 
Henry V, Western Emperor, Chaps, xr, m; 
elected as successor to Henry IV, 148; 
revolts against Henry IV, 97 sq . , 149 sqq. ; 
captures and imprisons Henry IV, 150 sq.; 
character of, 154; his forced reliance on 
the nobles, 155 ; relations with Paschal II, 
86, 96 sqq, , 100 sqq. , 155 sq. ; German policy 
of, 156 sqq.; marries Matilda, daughter of 
Henry I, 159, 604; conflict with Adalbert 
of Mayence, 104, 158 sqq.; revolt of 1115 
against, 159; second expedition to Italy, 
104 sq,, 160 sq.; excommunicated by 
Gelasius n, 105 sq., 161; relations with 
Calixtus II, 106 sqq. , 161 sqq.; and the Diet 
of Wurzburg (1121) , 162; and the Concordat 
. of Worms, 107 sq., 163 ; results of his struggle 
with Papacy, 163 sq.; his position in Ger- 
many, ib.; relations with Lothar of Saxony, 
164; relations with Bohemia, Hungary, 
and Poland, 113,165; last years and death, 
165 sq., 334; his character and policy, 
166; his diplomas to Italian communes, 
231; 104, 117, 121, 125 sq., 161 
Henry VI, Western Emperor, Chap, xxv; 
his character, 454, 479 sq.; crowned King 
of Germany, 407 ; and of Italy, 4.08, 457 ; 
his marriage with Constance of Sicily, 408, 
453, 456 sq.; regent in Germany during 
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absences of Frederick I, 407 _ sq., 410, 
459 sq.; his first Italian expedition, 202, 
462 sqq.; crowned Emperor, 464; fails 
to defeat Tanered, 201 sq., 464; difficulties 
in Germany, 465 sqq.; his ecclesiastical 
appointments, 466 ; imprisons Richard I, 
467; general revolt against, ib.; his skil- 
ful policy, 467 sq.; Philip Augustus and, 
467 sqq.; his second expedition to Sicily, 
208, 470 sqq.; crowned at Palermo, 471 ; 
his settlement of Sicily, 471 sq.; extent of 
his empire, 472 sq.; relations with Eastern 
Empire, 478; takes the Cross, 478 sq.; 
his plans to make the kingship hereditary, 
474 sqq.; relations with. Papacy, ib., 
463; preparations for the crusade, 478 sq.; 
rebellion in Sicily, 479 ; his power, xii sqq.; 
his death, 479 

Henry I, King of England, Chap, xvx; rela- 
tions with William II and Robert, 523 sq. ; 
reconciliation of William with, 527; his 
reign, 527 sqq.; his coronation, 528; his 
charter of liberties, ib.] marries Edith, 
529; quells a rebellion, 529 sq.; invades 
Normandy, 580 ; defeats Robert at Tinehe- 
brai, 531; his quarrel with Anselm, 99 
sq., 531 sq.; Calixtus II and, 106; hisre- 
organisation of the government, 532 sqq.; 
and Roger of Salisbury, 533 sq.; his 
personal activities, 535; dealings with 
the barons, 535 sqq.; and with the trading 
classes, 537 sqq. ; his victory in Normandy, 
539,602; and the succession, 539 sq.; his 
death, 540; Emperor Henry V and, 159,165 
Henry II, King of England, Chap, xvu; 
birth of, 540 ; visits to England (1142), 
549; becomes duke of Normandy, 551; 
marries Eleanor of Aquitaine, ib.] invades 
England, ib.; makes peace with Stephen, 
552; crowned King of England, if;.; extent 
of bis lands, 554; secures the kingdom, 
555; his foreign policy, 396 sq., 402, 406 
sq., 555 sq. , 608 sqq.; relations with Wales 
and Scotland, 556 sq.; quarrel with Bee- 
ket, 159, 397, 558 sqq., 613; the Constitu- 
tions of Clarendon and, 559 sqq.; renewed 
quarrel with Bechet, 561 sq. ; and the 
council of Northampton, 561 ; exiles Bec- 
ket’ s kinsfolk, 062 ; reconciled with Bec- 
ket, 563 sq.; andBecket’s murder, 564 sq.; 
and Ireland, 665 sq.; absolved by the 
Pope, 566; and his sons, 566 sqq.; his 
attempt to provide for John, 567; and the 
rebellion of 1173-4, 667 sqq.; suppresses 
the rebellion, 571 ; relations with French 
Kings, 571 sq., 608 sqq.; his last quarrels 
with his sons, 572 ; his influence on Eng- 
lish law, 572 sqq.; and the Assize of 
Clarendon, 584 ; his judicial experiments, 
585 sq.; and the Grand Assize, 587 sq.; 

' and new writs, 589; and financial organi- 
sation , 590; importance of his reign, 591; 
relations with William II of Sicily, 198; 
and Fontevrault, 671 ; 159, 384, 409 
Henry V, King of England, 692 


Henry VIII, King of England, 696 

Henry I, King of France, and Leo IX, 26 sq.; 
helped by Robert I of Normandy, 490 sq.; 
helps Whliam of Normandy, 493 ; attacks 
William bat is defeated, 494 

Henry, King of the Romans, son of Conrad 
HI, elected, 353,375 ; defeats Welf VI, 357, 
378; death of, 379, 381 

Henry, King, son of Henry II of England, 
555; crowned, 563 ; his position, 566 sq.; 
rebels, §67 sqq., 614; his rebellion sup- 
pressed, 571; betrothed to Margaret, 
daughter of Louis VII, 611; married, 612; 
does homage to Louis VII for Normandy, 
613; death of, 572 

Henry, King of Jerusalem, count of Cham- 
pagne, succeeds Conrad of Montferrat, 311; 
death of, 318 

Henry deLusignan, King of Cyprus, attempts 
to restore union among Christians at Acre, 
318 

Henry, cardinal-bishop of Albano, helps to 
reconcile Frederick I and Philip of Cologne, 
409; 410 

Henry of Susa, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, his 
Sanma A urea, 742 ; 757 

Henry, cardinal of SS. Nereus and Achilleus, 
sent by Hadrian IV as legate to William I 
of Sicily, 416 

Henry, archbishop of Mayence, objects to 
election of Frederick I, 381 note; deposed 
by Frederick I, 894 

Henry, bishop of Augsburg, his influence on 
the regent Agnes, 112 

Henry, bishop of Minden, removed by Frede- 
rick I, 394 

Henry of Wolfratshausen, elected bishop of 
Ratisbon, 340 

Henry of Blois, bishop of Winchester, 542 ; 
papal legate, 545; and Matilda, 547 sq.; 
mediates peace of Wallingford, 552 

Henry the Black, duke of Bavaria, son of 
duke Welf IV of Bavaria, marries Wulf hild, 
152 ; succeeds to duchy of Bavaria, ib. , 154; 
153 sq . ; and the election of Lothar III , 336; 
last days of, 387 

Henry the Proud, duke of Bavaria, 153 sq., 
188; his wealth and power, 337, 345; 
marries Gertrude, daughter of Lothar III, 
387 ; attacks Frederick of Swabia at Zwi- 
falten, 338 sq.; with Lothar III in Italy, 
366 sq.; rebellions in his duchy, 340; 
opposition to his succession to Lothar, 
346; relations with Conrad III, 346 sqq, ; 
his death, 347; effect of his death, 348 

Henry the Lion, duke of Saxony and 
Bavaria, his minority, 348 ; receives duchy 
of Saxony, 349; crusade against Wends, 
355 ; his rule in Saxony, 356 sq., 401; 
early relations with Frederick I, 384 sq,; 
awarded duchy of Bavaria, 385; his 
mediation between Emperor and Pope, 
428 ; assists Emperor in Italy, 428 ; buys 
family inheritance in Italy, 386; effect of 
his power in Germany, ib.] relations with 
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Denmark, 886 aq.; feud ’with rival princes 
in Saxony, 888; subdues the Wends, 397 
sqq.; and Pomerania, 400 ; his encourage* 
ment of commerce, 400; marries Matilda, 
daughter of Henry II of England, 897, 402 ; 
goes on pilgrimage to Jerusalem, 402 ; his 
breach with Frederick, 402 sqq., 443, 445 
sq.; trial and fall of, 404 sq.; effects of his 
fall, 405; tries to obtain foreign aid, 406; 
banished, 407 ; returns from banishment, 
409; renewed exile of, 410, 459; returns 
to Germany, 460; makes peace with 
Henry VI at Fulda, 460 sq. ; again revolts, 
465 ; reconciled with Henry VI, 469 ; last 
years and death of, ib.; 350, 408 
Henry Jasomirgott, duke of Bavaria, later of 
Austria, succeeds to margravate of Austria, 
349 ; receives Bavaria, 350 j marries Ger- 
trude, ib.; his feud with the bishop of 
Batisbon, 352; takes the Gross, 353 ; rela- 
tions with Frederick I, 884 sq. ; loses 
Bavaria, but created duke of Austria, 385 ; 
his privileges, ib.; 154 note 
Henry of Limburg, duke of Lower Lorraine, 
aids Henry IV, 151; 338 
Henry of Limburg, claims duchy of Lower 
Lorraine, 350 

Henry, duke of Brabant, 466 
Henry, count-palatine of the Rhine, governs 
Germany in Henry IV’s absence, 121 note, 
146; death of, 146 

Henry, son of Henry the Lion, handed over 
as hostage to Henry VI, 460 sq.; goes on 
Sicilian expedition but escapes, 464; 
marries Agnes, cousin of Henry VI, 469 
Henry, margrave of the North Mark, 145 
Henry of Eilenburg, margrave of the East 
Mark (Lusatia), given the margravate of 
Meissen, 145 ; death of, 152 note 
Henry, margrave of Meissen and the East 
Mark, posthumous son of Henry of Eilen- 
burg, 152 note , 164 

Henry the Fat, count of Nordheim, son 
of Otto of Nordheim, 145 ; his important 
position, 146 ; marries Gertrude, 145, 152 
sq.; death of, ib.; Richenza his heiress, 334 
Henry II, count of Namur and Luxemburg, 
advoeatm of the abbey of St Maximin, 
850; 411 

Henry, count of Groitsch, 339 
Henry of Badwide, defeats the Wends, 354 
Henry, son of Gottschalk , his rule in Nord- 
albingia, 344 

Henry of Kalden, marshal of the Empire, 
leads troops against Tanered, 462; sup- 
presses rising in Sicily, 479 
Henry, son of King David of Scotland, earl 
of Huntingdon, 548 ; made earl of North- 
umberland by Stephen, 544 
Henry, count of Champagne, aids Louis VII, 
610, 614; negotiates between Frederick I 
and Louis VII, 397, 617 sqq.; gives a 
charter to Meaux, 639 
Henry, count of Monte Sant’ Angelo, rebels 
against Guiscard, 180 


Henry, count of Montescaglioso, one of 
Council of Ten in Sicily, 197 
Henry Aristippus, appointed by William I 
to succeed Maio, 195; imprisoned, 196; 
translates work of Gregory Nazianzen at 
Sicilian court, 207 

Henry of Brabant, Dominican, his learning, 
332 

Heraclea, crusaders at, 288 
Herard, archbishop of Tours, and schools, 
777 

Herbert, count of Maine, 495 
Herbert, chaplain of Conrad III, 357 
Hereford, town, 538, 555, 580; see of, 511 
Hereford, earldom of, created by William I, 
509, 512, 524; created by Matilda, 548; 
earls of, see Fitz Osbern, Miles, Roger 
Herefordshire, 503, 521; lost to Stephen, 
545 

Hereward, his rebellion against William I, 
504 sq. 

Herlogaud, abbot of Saint-Benigne, 659 
Herluin, Norman knight, founds the 
monastery of Bee, 491 
Herluin of Conteville, marries Arlette, 498 
Herman H, archbishop of Cologne, receives 
pallium from Leo IX, 34 
Herman III, archbishop of Cologne, 145 
Herman, bishop of Bamberg, 62, 125 note 
Herman, bishopof Hildesheim, his opposition 
to Henry the Lion, 401 
Herman, bishop of Metz, 66 note-, letters 
of Gregory VII to, 67 sq., 75, 78; recon- 
ciled with Henry IV, 145; death of, 92 
Herman, bishop of Toul, death of, 24 
Herman Billung, count, uncle of duke Magnus 
of Saxony, his revolt in 1073,131 ; won over 
by Henry IV, 141 

Herman, count of Balm, elected anti-king, 
78, 117, 142; his failure and death, 142; 
144 

Herman, count-palatine of the Rhine, 142 
Herman of Stahleek, count-palatine of the 
Rhine, his quarrels with Arnold of 
Mayence, 387; his punishment and death, 
ib, 

Herman of Winzenburg, landgrave of 
Thuringia, appointedmargravo o! Meissen, 
164; sentenced to loss of his fiefs by 
Lothar HI, 339 sq.; a supporter of Albert 
the Bear, 347 ; his inheritance, 384 
Herman, landgrave of Thuringia, his oppo- 
sition to Henry VI, 465, 467, 475, 477 
Herman, nephew of Robert Guiscard, 173, 
178, 182 

Herman, translator of Aristotle, 813 sq. 
Hermann von Salza, Master of the Teutonic 
Knights, 332 

Herrevad, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Hersfeld, Henry IV at monastery of, 131; 

Conrad III assembles army at, 847 
Hertford, town, 537 

Hertford, earldom of, created by Stephen, 
548 ; earls of, see Clare 
Hertfordshire, 501, 508, 548 
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Herv4, archbishop of Rheims, and synod of 
Trosly, 4 

Herv4, a Breton, made bishop of Bangor, 
525 

Herv4 of Donzy, 615 

Hesse, 158 

Heudieourt, 612 

Hengo, a Norman, 488 

Hiesmois, the, comte, 485 ; count of,491 sq.; 

vicmntg of, 493, 543 
Hilary, bishop of Chichester, 558 
Hildebrand, see Gregory VH, Pope 
Hildnin, archbishop of Milan, 2 
Hilduin, abbot of St Penis, reforms Saint- 
Denis, 659 

Hillin , archbishop of Tr&ves , sentbyFrederick 
I on embassy to Rome, 382 ; 393 
Himerius, bishop of Tarragona, 768 
Hims (Emesa), Syrian town, 245, 247, 249 
’ sq.', 252, 255 sq., 258, 260 sq., 264, 290, 
306; see also Bakjur, Janak-ad-Daulah 
Hinomar, archbishop of Rheims, views on 
patronage, 8; on clerical celibacy, 12 ; and 
schools, 777 ; reforms Saint-Denis, 659 
Hincmar, bishop of Laon, and lay ownership 
of churches, 8 

Hippocrates, translated by William of Moer- 
beke, 814 

Hirschau, monastery, 143, 663 sq. 

Hispana, Spanish collection of canons, 
709 sqq. 

Hittin, Saladin defeats Guy de Lusignan at, 
’ 3i0, 459 

Hoel, duke of Brittany, and William I, 
518 

Hohen-Mblsen, Rudolf defeats Henry TV at, 
141 

Hohenstaufen, family of, aim at inde- 
pendent power in Swabia, 163 sq.; struggle 
with Lothar III, 337 sq.; failure of, in 
Germany and Italy, 339 sq.; make peace 
with Lothar III, 345 ; renewed feud with 
Welfs, 346 sq. ; alliance with French Kings, 
397 ; temporary breach in alliance, 468 sq. ; 
receive Swabian inheritance of Welf VI, 
466; 111,140,154, 334; see also Conrad HI, 
Frederick I, II, Frederick duke of Swabia, 
Henry, Otto, Philip 
Hoier, count of Mansfeld, 159 
Holland, county of, colonists from, 354 
Holme, abbey of St Benet of, 576 ; abbot of, 
578 

Holstein, missionary work in, 844; 354, 398, 
407, 460 sq., 465; counts of, see Adolf 
Holy Cross, abbey at Coimbra, 679 
Holy Land, see Palestine arid Jerusalem, 
kingdom of 

Holy Sepulchre, church of, ruined by Hakim, 
254 ; right to restore, given to Eastern Em- 
peror, 256; renovation of, 257 sq.; bull of 
Sergius IV on restoration of, 268 sq. 
Honorius II, anti-Pope, see Cadalus 
Honorius II, Pope, relations with Boger II, 
185; supports Lothar, 339, 361; his 
difficulties, 362 sqq.; death of, 842, 863 


Honorius III, Pope (Cencio Savelli), and the 
Liber Gensuu in, x sq.; his Decretals , 713 ; 
condemns John the Scot’s De Divisions 
Naturae, 787 sq.; forbids Roman Law to 
be taught in the University of Paris, 751 ; 
and Premonstratensians, 680 
Hospitallers, see Knights of St John 
Hotman, the jurist, 752 
Houdan, castle of, 593, 596 
Hovedo, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Hubert, abbot of Farfa, 5 
Hubert of Sainte-Suzanne, rebels against 
William I, 517 

Hubert Walter, archbishop of Canterbury, 
312,328,578 

Hubert, papal legate to England, 84 
Hugh, King of Italy, and monastic reform, 
2, 5, 662 

Hugh III, King of Cyprus, his claim to 
kingdom of Jerusalem, 317 
Hugh, archbishop of Lyons, formerly bishop 
of Die, papal legate in France, 82 sq., 
87 sqq.; made archbishop, 83, 110; and 
Victor HI, 87 sq.; excommunicates Philip I, 
94 ; letter of Urban II to, 95 ; aids founda- 
tion of Citeaux, 672 

Hugh, bishop of Grenoble, and the Car- 
thusian Order, 669 
Hugh, bishop of Langres, 25 sqq. 

Hugh, abbot of Cluny, his rule, 665; and 
Gregory VH, 52, 54; at Canossa, 69 sq.; 
39, 87 

Hugh, abbot of Farfa, 664 
Hugh of Tubingen, count-palatine of Swabia, 
leader of German crusaders, 275 ; death of, 
276 

Hugh, count-palatine of Tubingen, his feud 
with Welf VI, 388 

Hugh, vicomte of Avranches, made earl of 
Chester, 507; his rent-roll, ib.; 511 sq.; 
wars in Wales, 525 

Hugh, earl of Chester, rebels against Henry 
II, 567 sqq. 

Hugh, duke of Burgundy (French), leads 
French in the Third Crusade, 311 
Hugh, count of Troyes, 602 
Hugh IH, count of Maine, 517 
Hugh, count of Vermandois, his part in the 
First Crusade, 273, 280 
Hugh of St Victor, his philosophy, 800 sqq.; 

his praise of allegory, 803 
Hugh de Payen, founder of the Knights 
Templars, 305 sq. 

Hugh of Cr4cy, and Louis VI, 596 sq.; 602 
Hugh of Gournay, 536, 543 
Hugh of Le Puiset, and Louis VI, 594 sq. , 
597, 602 

Hugo Candidus, cardinal, and Gregory VII, 
54 

Hugo, count of Egisheim, father of Leo IX, 
24 

Hugo Falcandus, chronicler, 191, 196 
Hugo, the glossator, 737 
Hugolinus, the glossator, 737 
Huguccio, the canonist, 742 
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Hull, charterhouse at, 692 
Humber, river, 482, 499, 504, 507 
Humbert, archbishop of Milan, seeXJrban III, 
Pope 

Humbert, of Moyenmoutier, cardinal-bishop 
of Silva Candida, 26 sq.; sent to southern 
Italy, 28; legate at Constantinople, 29; 
proposed as Pope, 32 ; legate at Benevento 
and Bavenna, 34 ; and Berengar, 37 ; death 
of, 49, 52 ; his Liber adverms Symoniacos , 
63; 35,39,92 

Humbert III, count of Maurienne, 442, 567 
Humbert, son of Tancred de Hauteville, 
170 

Humfred, archbishop of Bavenna, 28 
Humphrey, son of Tancred de Hauteville, 
170 ; leads Normans in support of Gisulf, 
173; death of, ib. 

Humphrey de Vetulis of Beaumont, founds 
monastery of Prdaux, 491 
Hungary, Pope Leo IX and, 25, 29; 
Gregory YII claims authority over, 85, 
90; its relations with Henry IV, 113, 133 ; 
Henry V and, 155, 165; dispute as to 
succession in, 345, 352; relations with 
Frederick I, 388 sq. ; 115, 160, 667 ; Kings 
of, see Andrew, B61a, G4za, Koloman, 
Ladislas, Salomo, Stephen 
Huntingdon, town, 503, 531, 583 ; besieged, 
571; honour of, 536, 543, 556; earldom 
of, 567, 571; earls of, see David, Henry, 
Malcolm IV, Simon de Sentliz 
Huntingdonshire, 483 

Husain ibn ‘IJbaidallab, Ikhshid governor 
* of Syria, 248 , 

Hyacinth, cardinal, see Celestine HI, 
Pope 

Hythe, borough, 688 ; castle of, 558 

Ibn al-athir, Arab historian, 257 note 
Ibn al-Hawwas, Muslim emir in Sicily, 176 
sq. 

Ibn ath-Thimnah, Muslim emir in Sicily, 
176; death of, 177 

Ibn Daghfal, Arab chief, 249, 253 sqq. 

Ibn Rushd, see Averroes 
Ibn Sina, see Avicenna 
Ibrahim ibn Aghlab, becomes independent 
ruler of Tunis, 242 
leonium, 286 sq., 412 
Idris ibn ‘Abdallah, establishes a Shi'ite 
Caliphate in Morocco, 242 
Idrisi, Arab geographer, at court of Roger II, 
207 

Ikhshid, ruler of Egypt, 245; his death, ib. 
Ikhshid dynasty, 245, 259 
Il-Ghazi, defeats Roger of Antioch, 301 sq. 
Ilow, Wendish fortress, 397 sq., 400 
‘Imad-ad-Din Zangi, see Zangl 
Imitatio Christi, the, 694 
Inde, river, 659 

Indulgences, their origin, 323; and the Cru- 
sades, 323 ; as a source of revenue, 323 sq. 
Ingelheim, synod at (948), 9; diet at (1105) , 
condemns Henry IV, 150 ; 151 


Innocent I, Pope, and celibacy, 11 
Innocent H, Pope (Gregory Papareschi), 
election of, 363; opposed by Anaeletus, ib.; 
flees to France, ib.; supported by France, 
England, and Lothar III, ib.; his contest 
with Anaeletus, 364 sqq.; relations with 
Lothar, 342 sq., 367, 392 ; and Louis VII, 
605 sq.; taken prisoner by Roger II, 187 
sq., 368; England and, 542; his division 
of Sardinia and Corsica between Pisa and 
Genoa, 227 ; and abbey of St Maximin, 
350 ; and Rule of St Augustine, 679 ; death 
of, 370; 186, 383, 477 
Innocent III, Pope (Lotario de’ Conti), 111, 
322, 324; on Henry VI, 468, 471, 477 ; on 
monastic reform, 685; proclaims Fourth 
Crusade, 314 

Innocent IV, Pope (Sinibaldo de’ Fieschi), 
321 ; forms the first ‘ ‘Missionary Society, ’ ’ 
325 ; relaxes monastic discipline ,686; his 
Summa of the Decretals, 742 
Innocent VHI, Pope, attempts at monastic 
reform, 695 

In Trullo, Council, canons of, 11, 708 
Ipswich, 483, 538, 551 
Ireland, 554 note; Henry Hand, 555,565 sq.; 
schools in, 770; knowledge of Greek in, 
785; monasticism in, 677 
Irene, daughter of Isaac Augelus, marries 
Roger, son of Tancred, 202; marries Philip 
of Hohenstaiifen, 473, 479 ; 471 
Irford, nunnery, 681 
Irish Channel, 504 

Irnerius, the glossator of Bologna, his 
work on the Digest, 735 ; his glosses, 
787 sq. 

Isaac Angelus, Eastern Emperor, alliance 
With Tancred of Sicily, 202, 470; and 
crusade of Frederick 1, 411 ; and Henry VI, 
473; deposed, 473, 479 
Isaac Comnenus, rebel Emperor, 199 
Isabella, sister of Baldwin IV of Jerusalem, 
309; marries Henfrid IV of Toron, ib.; 
divorces him and marries Conrad of 
Montferrat, 311; marries Henry of Cham- 
pagne, ib.; marries Amaury de Lusignan, 

314 

Isar, river, 400 
Isidore, bishop of Seville, 710 
Iskanderun (Alexandretta) , captured by 
Tancred, 289 

Islam, Chaps, vx, vn, vin, ix ; development 
of empire of, 242; national rivalries under, 
ib.; disintegration of caliphate, 243 
Isleworth, manor of, 507 
Isma‘11, of Damascus, treaty of Franks with, 

315 

Ismahlian sect of Shf'ites, 244 sqq.; Hakim 
and, 253 
Istria, 28 

Italy, Chaps, n, iv, v, xi, xm, xiv; growth 
of communes, 361; reaction of Second 
Crusade on, 375 sq.; 492, 517; Roman 
law in, 729 sqq.; legal study in, 732 sqq.; 
the glossators, 736 sqq.; the commen- 
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tators, 738 sq.; influence of humanism, 
741; schools of rhetoric in, 786; Cistercians 
in, 677; see also Gities, Italian 
Italy, South, its conquest by the Normans, 
Chap, xv ; condition of Byzantine Italy, 
168; wretched condition of, during Norman 
conquest, 172; fall of Byzantine power in, 
176 

Ttineraria, medieval, 326 sq. 

Ivo, bishop of Chartres, his view of Urban/ 
IPs policy, 88 sq.; his standpoint, 96, 
106 ; his attitude to Paschal II’ s surrender , 
103 note; and the dispute between Anselm 
and Henry I, 532; and Louis VI, 597 ; 
his collection of canons, 712; and Abe- 
lard, 800; and Austin Canons, 679 
Ivry, 603 

Jabal Ansariyah, tribes of the, 257, 260 
Jabalah, " an advanced post of the Greek 
Empire, 249 

Jacobus, the glossator, 737 
Jacques de Vitry, bishop of Acre, on clergy 
of Syria, 313 

Ja'far ibn Fallah, Fatimite general, invades 
Syria, 248 sq." 

Jaffa, submits to Godfrey of Bouillon, 300; 
recovered by Bichard I, 311; 295, 313, 
316 ; captured by Baibars, 317 
Jaffa and Ascalon, county of the kingdom 
of Jerusalem, 302 

James of Venice, his translation of the 
Organon , 808 

Janah-ad-Daulah Husain, emir of Hims, 
264 

Jaromir (Gebhard), brother of Duke Brati- 
slav, made bishop of Prague, 4; his quarrel 
with bishop of Olmutz, ib . ; settlement of 
quarrel by Gregory VII, 60 
Jauhar ar-Kumf, Patimite general, conquers 
Egypt, 247 ; in Syria, 248 
Jawali ibn Abaq, Turkish leader in Syria, 
261 sq. 

Jedburgh, castle of, 571 
Jerusalem, destruction of Holy Sepulchre at, 
by Hakim, 264, 268 sq.; church restored, 
256 sq.; captured by Turks, 260, 262, 
269 ; recovered by Afclal for the Fatimites, 
264; devotion to, among Christians, 269 
sqq.; pilgrimages to, ib., 492; siege and 
capture of, by crusaders, 295, 298; 302, 
304 sqq.; captured by Saladin, 310, 409, 
459, 572; 311 sq.; ceded to Frederick II, 
314 ; re-ceded to Latins, 315 ; captured by 
the Khwflrazmians, 315 ; 103, 147, 353 ; 

. Latin Patriarchs of, see Daimbert, Stephen 
Jerusalem, Latin kingdom of, Chap, vra; its 
foundation, 296, 300; extent of, 301; 
relation of fiefs to, 302; the baronies of, 
302; Assises of Jerusalem, 303 sq.; incom- 
pleteness of the conquest, 306; faotionsafter 
death of Amaury, 309 sq.; fall of the king- 
dom, 310, 409, 459; the Third Crusade, 310 
sqq.; position of, after Third Crusade, 312 ; 
social life in, 312 sq.; commerce in, ib.; 


ecclesiastical hierarchy of, 313 ; position 
of, under Frederick II, 316 ; end of, 319 ; 
Kings of, see Amaury, Baldwin, Conrad, 
Conradin, Frederick, Fulk, Godfrey, Guy, 
Henry, Hugh, John 
Jesi, birth of Frederick II at, 472 
Jews, privileges of, in German towns, 120; 
persecuted by crusaders, 147 sq., 276 sq., 
353; work of, in philosophy, 817 
Joachim, see Gioacchino 
Joan (Joanna) , daughter of Henry II of 
England, marries William II of Sicily, 
198 ; Richard I’s intervention in favour of, 
201, 462; 456 

Joannes Teutonicus, the canonist, 742 
Johannes, the glossator, 737 
John VIII, Pope, and war against Muslims, 
268 ; accepts the canons of the Council 
in Trullo, 708 

John X, Pope, and war against Muslims, 
268 

John XII, Pope, and monastery of Farfa, 5 
John XIX, Pope (Romauus), papaqy of, 17 sq. ; 

a tool of Conrad II, 18 
John XXII, Pope, his Decretals, 714; and 
Grandmont, 669 

John I Tzimisces, Eastern Emperor, invades 
Syria, 249 

John II Coznnenus, Eastern Emperor, sent 
as hostage to the crusaders, 281 ; embassy 
from Roger II to, 188 ; sends ambassadors 
to Lothar III, 345 
John I, King of Castile, 695 
John de Brienne, King of Jerusalem, 314; 
his attack on Damietta, ib.; Frederick II 
and, 314; 472 

John, King of England, son of Henry II, in 
Ireland, 566; 467, 572 
John, cardinal-priest, legate to Milan, 48 
John of Gaeta, see Gelasius II, Pope 
John Mincius, oardinal-bishop of Velletri 
(anti-Pope Benedict X), election of, 35; 
deposition of, 36; 37, 174 sq. 

John, archbishop of Trdves, 459 
John Gualhert, St, bishop of Florence, founds 
Vallombrosa, 668 

John, bishop of Lisieux, regent and treasurer 
in Normandy, 533 

John, bishop of Malta, one of Council of Ten 
in Sicily, 197 

John, first bishop of Olmutz, 4; his conflict 
with bishop of Prague, ib.; settled by 
Gregory VII, 60 

John of Oxford, bishop of Norwich, 563 
John, bishop of Sabina (anti-Pope Sylvester 
III), election of, 19; deposition of, 22 
John of Salisbury, bishop of Chartres, 553; 
on riots at Bheims, 688 ; his Polycraticus, 
757; his writings, 805 sqq. 

John, abbot of Struma (anti-Pope Calixtus 
III), election as Calixtus HI, 443 sq.; 448; 
surrenders, 450 

John of Antioch, his No,uo/cavc<w, 720 
John de Burgh, 767 

John Crescentius, see Crescentius, John 
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John of Damascus, 805 
John Ducas, Greek leader against William I 
of Sicily, 192 

John of Faenza, the canonist, 742 
John of Ibelin, jurisconsult of Cyprus, 803, 
304, 315 

John of Mafia, St, 683 
John of Matera, hermit, 688 
John the Scot, Eriugena, 784 sq.; his philo- 
sophy, 785 sqq. 

John the Spaniard, translates Aveneebrol, 
817 

Jordan, river, Emperor John’s invasion of 
valley of, 249; 301, 304, 315 
Jordan, prince of Capua, relations with 
Gregory VII, 77, 86, 180; rebels against 
Guiscard, 180 

Jordan, cardinal of Santa Susanna, sent by 
Eugenius III as legate to Germany, 379 
Jordan Pierleoni, leads revolution in Borne, 
369 ; made “Patrician,” 370 
Joseelin I of Courtenay, count of Edessa, 
301 ; his power, 307 

Joseelin II, count of Edessa, 301 ; feebleness 
of his rule, 307 ; loses Edessa, ii. 

Joseelin de Balliol., see Balliol 

Joseelin, bishop of Salisbury, and Beeket, 

■ 563 sq. 

Joseelin, Norman noble, revolts against 
Bobert Guiscard, 176 
Juan Garcia el Hispano, the jurist, 748 
Jubail (Byblus), 264 

Judith, daughter of Henry HI, her marriage 
with Salomo of Hungary, 113 ; 133 
Judith, daughter of Henry the Black, mother 
of Frederick Barbarossa, 153, 381 
Judith, wife of Bichard H of Normandy, 
484, 490 

Judith, niece of William I, wife Of Waltheof, 
518 

Julian, the Emperor, his philosophy, 782 
JumiSges, monastery at, 486, 491; abbot of, 
493, 686 

Justiciar, the, his position in Henry II’s 
reign, 574 sqq. 

Justinian, the Emperor, Chap, xxi; and 
presentation to benefices, 7 ; his codifica- 
tion of laws, its influence on East and 
West, 222, 704; juristic study of, 717 sqq. 

Kachatur, Armenian governor of Antioch, 
261 

Kaffir, Abu’l-mish, his rule in Egypt, 245 
sqq. 

Kama, trial of Henry the Lion at, 405 
Kaisers werth, Henry IV abducted at, 44, 
115,129 

Kamal-ad-Dln, historian, on treaty between 
Greeks and Muslims, 247 note ; 250 note, 
255 note 

Kamil, Sultan of Egypt, 814 sq. 

Kappei, village near Hersfeld, 181 
Karak, castle of, 312 

Karak and Montreal, lordship of the king- 
dom of Jerusalem, 302 


Karbogha of Mosul, attacks crusaders, 292 
sq.; his defeat, 293; numbers of his army, 
297 sq. 

Kelso, abbey, 678 
Kempen, monastery, 694 
Kent, 503 sq.; earldom of, 519; revolt in, 
521; 525; sheriff of, 561, 582; earl of, 
see Odo of Bayeux 

Kerkinna, captured by Boger II, 189 
Khalaf ibn Mula‘ib, 264 
Khalil, Mamluk Sultan of Egypt, captures 
Acre, 319 

Kharput, Baldwin II a prisoner at, 305 
Khumarawaih.sficAbu’l-jaishKhuinarawaih 
Khusrau, see Nasir-i-Khusrau 
Khwarazmian Turks, capture Jerusalem, 315 
Kilian, bishop of Sutri, 25 
Killiz, captured by Greeks, 250 
Kilwardby, Bobert, archbishop of Canter- 
bury, his opposition to Aquinas, 823 
Kindi, Arabic philosopher, 812, 815 
Kingston (on Thames), 501 
Kinnard Ferry, castle at, 570 
Kipchalc, bishopric founded in the, 326 
Kirkby Malzeard, castle of, 571 
Kirkstead, abbey, 677 
Knaresborough, 683 
Knights of Alcantara, 683 
Knights of Avis, 683 
Knights of Calatrava, 333, 682 
Knights of Christ, 683 
Knights of the Holy Ghost, 306 
Knights of Montesa, 683 
Knights of St John of Jerusalem (Hospital- 
lers), foundation of, 305 sq., 682; growth 
of their power, 306; support Guy de 
Lusignan, 309; rivalry with Knights 
Templars, 315 sq.; their defence of Rhodes , 
Cyprus, and Malta, 332 
Knights of St Thomas of Acre, 306 
Knights of Santiago, 683 
Knights of the Sword, in Livonia, 832 sq. 
Knights Templars, foundation of, 805 sq.; 
growth of their power, 806 ; support Guy 
de Lusignan, 309 ; rivalry with Knights of 
St John, 315 sq.; 682, 696 
Knights, Teutonic, see Teutonic Knights 
Knights of the Wing of St Michael, 683 
Knut, King of England, favours family of 
Godwin; 482 

Konigsberg, foundation of, 333 
Koloman, King of Hungary, seeks aid of 
Roger I of Sicily, 188; his reception of 
crusaders , 275; his hostility to later bands 
of crusaders, 277 ; his relations with God- 
frey of Bouillon, 281 
Kornelimunster, abbey of, 659 
Krak des Chevaliers, castle of, 312 
Kreuzburg, Conrad III faces Henry the 
Proud at, 347 

Kulm, battle of, 336 sq., 352 
Kuttenberg, 352 
Kyme, family of, 569 

La Bresse, 616 
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La Cava, monastic order of, 668 
La Chaise-Dieu, abbey, 669 
La Charit6-sur-Loire, monastery, 664 
La Cuba, palace of, 206 
Lacy family, fiefs of, 511 
Lacy, Hugh de, justiciar of Ireland, 566 
Lacy, John de, supports Henry II, 568 
Lacy, Koger de, rebels against William II, 
521, 523 

Ladislas I, King of Hungary, hostile to 
Henry IV, 139; married to a daughter of 
Rudolf, ib. 

La Fert6-Alais, castle of, 593, 596 
La Ferfce-Hauterive, monastery, 664 
La Ferte-sur-Grosne, Cistercian abbey, 672, 
674, 676 

La Fl&ehe, 518; lord of, 527, 529 sq.; see 
miia 

Lagny-sur-Marne, council at, 606 
L’Aigle, in Norruaudy, 531; see also Richer 
La Marche, county of, 615, 627 
Lancashire, 507, 541 ; sheriff of, 571 
Lancaster, town, 530, 549 
Lancaster, honour of, 530, 537, 541 
Lancegesil, 771 
Lancelin of Bulies, 597, 602 
Landoin of Lucca, abbot of the Grande- 
Chartreuse, 669 

Landolf II, archbishop of Milan, driven out 
by people of Milan, 213 
Landulf, leader of Pataria at Milan, 40; 
excommunicated by archbishop, 41; death 
of, 47 

Lanfranc, of Pavia, prior of Beo and arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, 496; teaches at 
Pavia, 738, 779 ; founds a school at Bee, 
ib . ; attacks Berengar, 3, 496, 792; 
Alexander II his pupil at Bee, 48 ; nego- 
tiates reconciliation of William the Con- 
queror with Papacy, 496 ; made archbishop 
of Canterbury, 516; his work as a reformer, 
46, 496 ; his ordinances for monks, 666; 
supports William I’s ecclesiastical policy, 
46, 83 sq, , 496 ; claims primacy over York, 
83, 106, 516; suppresses rebellion in 
England, 518; supports William II, 521 
sq.: his death, 522; 757 
Langham, in Essex, 527 
Langley, birthplace of Hadrian IV, 415 
Langres, bishop of, 615 
Languedoc, Louis VII and, 612, 616; 82, 
627, 650, 680 

Lanzo, leads plebeians of Milan, 219 
Laodicea (Latiqiyah), victories of Norman 
fleet near, 200; Nicephoros at 247; 329 
Laodicea (in Asia Minor), battle of, 608 
Laon, commune of, 634 sqq., 638, 642, 649; 
school of, 538 ; insurrection at, 595, 638 ; 
council at, 598 
Laonnais, commune of, 630 
La Reale, commune of, 636 
Larissa, Bohemond defeated by Alexins 
Comuenus at, 182 
La Rochelle, commune of, 649 
Las Huelgas, nunnery at Burgos, 681 


Lateran, Ecumenical Councils held at, ix; 
First (1123), 108, 163; Second (1139), 
368, 372; Third (1179), viii, xi, 324, 451, 
455, 589, 778; Fourth (1215), 323 sq., 685, 
778 

Lateran, St John, canons of, 678 
Latiqiyah, see Laodicea 
La Torre, monastery, 669 
La Trmitd-du-Mont, monastery of, 491 
Laudabiliter, the bull, 566 note 
■ Lauenburg, 460 sq. 

L’Aumdne, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Laurence of Li&ge, on the Premonstratensian 
Order, 680 

Lausanne, Berthold of Zahringen made ad- 
vocates of see of, 390, 399 note 
Lauterberg, monastery at, 386 
La Voulte-sur-Rhone, monastery, 664 
La%v, Canon, Chap, xxi; its origins, 704 sq.; 
differences between canon and civil law, 
705; Eastern and Western canon law, 
705 sq.; ius antiquum and ius novum , 706 
sq.; formation of ius antiquum, 707 sq.; 
Eastern collections of canons, 708; Western 
collections of canons, 708 sq.; African 
collections, 709 ; Roman collections, ib . ; 
in Gaul, ib.; and Spain, 710; andEngland, 
ib.; Papacy and, x; the False Decretals , 
x, 16, 25, 53, 111, 710 sqq.; later col- 
lections, 712 ; . Gratian’s Dccretum, see 
Gratian; the corpus iuris canonici, 713 sq.; 
influence on Lombard laws, 731 ; in Italy, 
741 sqq,; in Spain, 743 sqq.; in France, 
748 sqq.; in Germany, 752 sqq,; in 
Switzerland, 755; in the Netherlands, 755 
sq.; inEngland, 756 sqq.; “inner” history 
of, 762 sqq.; 10, 14, 16, 22, 25 sq., 29 sqq. 
Law, Roman (Civil), Chap, xxi; its origin 
and evolution, 698 sqq.; ius civile anil ius 
gentium, 700 ; and the survival of local 
laws, 702 ; provides a mass of legal sources, 
ib., 704; no legal uniformity in Middle 
Ages, 703 ; differences between civil and 
canon law, 705 ; its development after the 
fall of the Empire in the West, 720 sqq.; 
the leges barbdrorum, 725 sq.; influence of 
feudalism, 728; and nationality, 729; in 
Italy, 729 sqq.; in Spain, 743 sqq.; in 
France, 748 sqq,; in Germany, 752 sqq.; 

. in Switzerland, 755; in the Netherlands, 
755 sq.; in England, 756 sqq.; “inner” 
history of, 762 sqq. 

La Zisa, palace of, 206 
Lazise, diploma of Otto II to, 215 
Lecce, 173, 176, 202, 464, 471; count of, see 
Tanered ■ . 

Leger, St, bishop of Autun, 771 

Leges Henrici, 535, 589 

Legnano, battle of (1176), 395 sq., 409, 446sq. 

Le Houlme, 626 

Leicester, town, 538, 551; castle of, 568; 
siege of, 569; 570; abbey of, 690 ; earls of, 
see Beaumont 
Leicestershire, 540, 583 
Leidrad, a schoolmaster, 772 
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Leinster, 565 ; King of, see Dermofc 
Leitha, river, Geza II defeats Germans on, 
352 

Le Mans, 495 ; popular rising against William 
of Normandy in, 517 ; captured by William 
II, 527; 540 

Leo I, Pope, and celibacy, 12 ; and candidates 
for priesthood, 768 sq. 

Leo IV, Pope, and war against Muslims, 
268 

Leo VIII, Pope, his (forged) privilege to Otto 
the Great, used by Henry V, 101 
Leo IX, Pope (Bruno of Toul), early life and 
papacy of, vii sqq., 23 sqq,; councils of, 25; 
and simony, 25 sq.; and Prance, 26 sq.; 
war against Normans, 27 sq. , 172 sq. ; cap- 
tivity of, 28 ; death of, 29 ; character of his 
rule, 29 sqq.; 32 sqq., 46, 49, 52, 58, 173 sq. 
Leo III the Isaurian, Eastern Emperor, 
his ’E/cXoy^, 717 sq. ; 731 
Leo VI the Philosopher, Eastern Emperor, 
revision of the Civil Law, 718 sq. 

Leo, King of Little Armenia, and Henry VI, 
473 

Leo, bishop of Vereelli, 15 
Leo, abbot of Parfa, 5 
Leo de Benedicto Christiano, 35, 43 
Leo de Monumento, Roman Senator, 459 
Lfeofric, bishop of Exeter, and schools, 776 
Lebfwin, brother of Harold, killed at 
Hastings, 501 

Leon, laws of, 747 sq.; monasticism in, 676 
sq. 

Leopold IV, margrave of Austria, duke of 
Bavaria, does homage to Conrad HI, 346 ; 
receivesBavariafrom Conrad, 347; defeated 
by Welf VI, 348; death of, 849 
Leopold V, duke of Austria, joins the Third 
Crusade, 410; captures and hands over 
Richard 1 to Henry VI, 467 
Leopold, see also Liutpold 
Leovigild, Visigothie King, laws of, 726 
Le Puiset, see Puiset 

Le Puy, see of, Leo IX and freedom of 
election at, 26; canons of, 615 
L4rins, monastery, 661 
Les Andelys, captured by Louis VI, 602 sq. 
Lescelina, countess of Eu, 493 
Les Dunes, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Leto, Pomponius, 741 
Letts, attempts to convert the, 333 
Lewes, borough of, 538 ; priory of, 664 
Lex Gundolada, the, 722, 726 
Lex liomana Burgnndiomm, the, 722, 750 
Lex liomana canoniee compta, 724 
Lex liomana Visigothorum, see Breviarium 
Alariciamm 

L6zat, commune of, 628, 643 
Liber adversus Symoniacos, of Cardinal 
Humbert, 83 
Liber Censuum , x sq. 

Liber Usuum, Cistercian, 674 
Lichtenburg, stronghold of Henry the Lion, 
captured by Frederick Barbarossa, 406 
Licques, Premonstratensian abbey, 680 


Liddel, castle of, 570 

Li5ge, birthplace of Ratherius, 2; school of, 

533; people of, support Henry IV, 127, 

151 ; meeting of Lothar III and Innocent 
II at, 342; dispute over election to the 
see of (1192), 466 

Liemar, archbishop of Bremen, and Gregory 
VH, 61 sq.; suspended by him, 62; 66 
Lille, 599, 601 
Lillebonne, 490, 497 
Limerick, 565 

Limoges, 551, 642, 650, 668 
Limousin, 627, 678 
Linari, 479 

Lincoln, 503, 508, 538 sq., 546; battle of, 

547; 549, 555,560, 582, 680, 690 ; merchant 
gild of, 539; see of, 579, 682 
Lincoln, earldom of, created by Stephen, 

546 ; earl of, see William of Roumare 
Lincolnshire, 504, 507 sq., 548 sq., 568 sq,, 

583, 682; sheriff of, 580; justiciar of, 584 
Lindsey, 504 

Lions-le-For£t, Henry I dies at, 541 
Lipara, claims of Urban II to, 85 note, 90 
Lire, monastery of, 498 
Lisieux, 483; diocese of, 488; 497; raided 
by Geoffrey of Anjou, 548; 550 
Litani, river, 301 

Liutold of Eppenstein, made duke of 
Carinthia, 140 

Liutpold II, margrave of Austria, hostile to 
Henry IV, 139 

Liutpold (Leopold) III, margrave of Austria 
deserts Henry IV, 150; marries Agnes, 
daughter of Henry IV, 153 sq., 351; a 
candidate for succession to Henry V, 335 
sq.; his attack on Henry the Proud, 840 
Liutpold, see also Leopold 
Liutprand, King of the Lombards, 210, 212; 

and Lombard law, 731 
Liutprand, follower of Erlembald at Milan, 

64 ; mutilated in riots, ib. 

Llandovery, castle, 556 
Lobbes, monastery, 2 

Lodi, communal acceptance of bishop at, 

217 note; an early rival of Milan, 220; 
conquered by Milan, 230; favours Frederick 
I, 417 ; rebuilt by (Frederick I, 426 
Lodovico Barbo, see Barbo 
Loir, river, 518 
Loire, river, 95, 661 
Lollards, 41 

Lombard League, Frederick I and the, Chap, 
xxii ; its effect on kingdom of Sicily, 198; 
beginnings of, 437 sq. ; unites to rebuild 
Milan, 440; its growth, 442 sq.; opposi- 
tion to Frederick’s fifth expedition, 445 sq. ; 
wins battle of Legnano, 446 sq.; attitude 
of, towards the treaty of Anagni, 448 sq.; 
concludes peace at Venice, 449 sq.; and r 
Peace of Constance, 452 
Lombards, their influence in South Italy, 

167, 658; influence of, on organisation of 
Italian cities, 209 sq.; laws of the, 723, 

730 sq. 
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Lombardy, geography of, 229 sq.; cities of, 
ib.; 90; nobles of , 15, 28; leagues in, against 
Henry IV, 91 ; bishops of, and Papacy, 42, 
63, 65 sqq., 69, 71, 75 sq., 139; see also 
Lombard League 
Lomer, St, 771 

London, 481, 483, 500 sq.; surrenders to 
William I, 502; omitted in Domesday 
Book, 505; income of see, 511; church 
council at (1072), 46 ; 522; government of, 
537 sqq . ; favours Stephen, 541 sqq. ; Matilda 
and, 546 sqq.; Tower of, 548; 549, 552, 582 
Longchamp, William, his manual of pro- 
cedure, 757 

Loritello, count of, see Robert 
Lorraine, church reform in, 2, 10 ; bishops 
of, support Urban II, 92, 146 ; Lothar HI 
and, 838; disputes in, during reign of 
Conrad III, 350; cours colonq'eres in, 653; 
22, 25, 27 sq., 112, 142 sq., 145, 148, 151, 
159, 161, 164, 336, 643, 649; dukes of , see 
Conrad, Godfrey, Henry 
Lords, commune of, 629, 649, 651 
Lorsch, monastery, 13 
Lothar I, Western Emperor, King of Italy, 
and papal elections, 36; and schools, 777 ; 
and Farfa, 661 

Lothar III, Western Emperor, count of 
Supplinburg, Chap, x; his marriage with 
Richenza, 152 sq. ; given duchy of Saxony, 
152 ; the chief enemy of Henry V, 156 sq. ; 
his submission to Henry V, 159; heads 
revolt against Henry V, 159 sq.; his 
character and policy as duke, 164; his 
election to the throne, its importance, 166, 
334 sqq., 361 ; early years of his reign, 
336 sq.; his struggle against the Hohen- 
staufen, 337 sqq.; his victory over the 
Hohenstaufen, 339 sqq.; his treatment of 
Halle and Augsburg, 340 ; his ecclesi- 
astical policy, 108, 341; and the papal 
schism, 342; recognises Innocent II, ib., 
363 sq.; attempts to reopen investiture 
question, 342 sq. , 364; expedition to Italy, 
364; holds diet at Roncaglia, 364; enters 
Rome, 365; crowned Emperor in the 
Lateran, 343, 365; subdues his enemies 
in Germany, 366; second expedition to 
Italy, 366 sq.; quarrels with Innocent II 
over investiture of Rainulf , 367 ; returns to 
Germany, 367; results of his Italian ex- 
pedition, ib.-, his diplomas to Italian 
communes, 231; and alienation of fiefs to 
cities, it.; and the expansion of Germany 
eastwards , 343 sq . ; relations withDenmarfe, : 
844 ; relations with Poland, Hungary, and 
Bohemia, 336 sq., 345; death of, 345, 
367, 480; picture of his coronation in the 
Lateran, 392 ; 162, 346, 352, 354, 358, 
404 note , 465, 477, 480 
Lothar of Hochstadfc, claimant of sees of 
Cologne and Liege, 466 
Lothar, son of Henry the Lion, handed over 
as hostage to Henry VI, 460 sq. 

Loudun, castle, of, 567 


Louis I the Pious, Western Emperor, and 
synod of Aix-la-Chapelle, 13 ; and schools, 
776; and the reform of the monasteries, 
659 

Louis III the Child, King of Germany, 
137 

Louis VI, King of France, Chap, xvm ; 
welcomes Paschal II, 101 ; his character, 
592 ; struggle with Hugh of Le Puiset and 
Thomas of Marie, 592 sqq.; re-establishes 
order, 596 sq.; enforces law, 597 sqq.; and 
the succession to Flanders, 598 sqq.; and 
the Anglo-Norman kingdom, 583, 543, 

601 sqq.; recognises Henry I as suzerain 
of Brittany, 602; defeated at Bremule, 

602 sq,; appeals to Calixtus H, 106, 603; 
makes peace with Henry I, 604 ; repels in- 
vasion of Emperor Henry V, 165, 604; 
declares for Innocent II, 342 ; position of 
the monarchy at the end of his reign , 604; 
his work, xvi ; and communes, 634; his 
organisation of central government, 619 
sqq.; Garlande family and, 620 sqq.; his 
choice of advisers, 622 sq.; his death, 604 ; 
335 

Louis VH, King of France, Chap, xvnr, 
marries Eleanor of Aquitaine, 604 ; early 
years of his reign, 605 sqq, ; relations with 
Stephen, 546 ; and Geoffrey of Anjou, 550, 
607 ; his crusade, 607 sq. , 353, 373 ; divorces 
Eleanor, 609 ; relations with Henry II, 396, 
6Q8 Sqq.; makes peace, 610; his irresolution, 
610 sq.; friendly to Henry II, 611 sqq.; 
outwitted by him, 612; Beeket and, 613; 
his failure against Henry II, 567, 569, 614 ; 
increases the royal power, 615 sq.; appeals 
of vassals to, 615 sq.; supports Alexander 
III, 435, 617 sqq.; Frederick Barbarossa 
and, 396 sq., 436, 617 sqq.; his influence 
in the government, 619 sqq. ; his advisers, 
622 j and Sugar, 622 sq,; and communes, 
634 

Louis IX, King of France, first crusade of, 
315 sq. ; in Palestine, 316; his second 
crusade, 317 ; his death, ib, • and missions, 
325; 112 

Louis, count of Thuringia, submission to 
Henry V, 159 ; imprisonment of, ib. 

Louis I, landgrave of Thuringia, 847 
Louis II, landgrave of Thuringia, his 
hostility to Henry the Lion, 401 
Louis III, landgrave of Thuringia, captured 
by Henry the Lion, 406; supports Philip 
of Cologne against Frederick I, 408; death 
, of, on crusade, 462 note 
Louviers, commune at, 638 
Louvigny, chartreuse at, 678 
Lowenstadt, founded by Henry the Lion, 
400 

Lubeck, a centre of missions, 344, 354; 
sacked by Wends, 354; rebuilt by Adolf of 
Sehauenberg, ib.; sacked by Niclot, ib.; 
Henry the Lion and, 400; captured by 
; Frederick I, 406; captured by Adolf III, 
465 ; 460 sq. 
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Lucca, 38 ; early city -war with. Pisa, 214 ; 
consuls established at, 220; favoured by 
Henry IV, 223 ; revolt against Matilda, 232; 
rivalry with Pisa, 227 sq.; relations with 
Florence, 228 

Luci, Richard de, 555, 563, 568 ; his death, 
573; as justiciar, 578; and the Assize of 
Clarendon, 585 

Lucius II, Pope, papacy of, 870; relations 
with Roger II, 188 

Lucius III, Pope (Ubald, cardinal-bishop of 
Ostia), pontificate of, 451 sqq.; disputes 
with Frederick 1 , 408 , 453 , 455 sqq. ; death 
of, 453, 457; 198, 459 
Lucius, provost of St Juventius, letter of 
Urban II to, 93 

Luke of Penna, commentator, 740 
Lull, Raymond, his missionary career, 325 
Lulu al-kabir, Abu Muhammad (Lulu the 
elder), his rule in Aleppo, 251 sq.; 254 
Lund, archbishopric of, its creation, 356 
Liineburg, Billung town, garrisoned by 
Henry IV, 130 ; captured by Saxons, 131 ; 
inherited by Henry the Proud, 337; occu- 
pied by Albert the Bear, 347; Henry the 
Lion allowed to retain, 406 ; 355 
Luni, attacked by Muslims, 266 
Lutz, 653 

Lyons, church reforms at, 10, 152 ; primacy 
of archbishop of, 83 sq., 89; commune of, 
631, 634, 638 sq. , 647 
Lysa, Cistercian abbey, 677 

Ma‘arrat-an-Nu‘man, town, 261 
Macrobius, influence of, 790 
Magdeburg, citizens of, at battle of Pleich- 
feld, 144 ; Lotharlll holds diet at, 344 sq. ; 
see of, contest for, 392 sq., 414; 143, 354 
sq., 389, 401, 404 sq. 

Maginulf (anti-Pope Sylvester IV), 96 sq. 
Magnus, King of Denmark, son of Niel of 
Denmark, 344 ; murders Canute, ib.; does 
homage to Lothar, ib.; death of, ib. 
Magnus Billung, duke of Saxony, son of 
Ordulf, drives Adalbert from Bremen, 116; 
revolts against Henry IV, 129; defeated 
and imprisoned, ib.; his alliance with 
Gdza, 130; recognised as duke of Saxony, 
ib.; released, 131 ; won over by Henry IV, 
126, 141; remains loyal, 144 note; death 
of, 152; 153, 164, 334 
Mabdlyah, capital of Zairids, captured by 
Pisa and Genoa, 226, 266 sq. 

Mahmud ibn Nasr, 259; aided by Turks, 
260 ; his rule in Aleppo, 260 sq. 
Maimonides, Jewish philosopher, 817 
Main, river, 382 

Mainard, cardinal-bishop of Silva Candida, 
legate to Milan, 48 

Mainard, reviver of monasticism in Nor- 
mandy, 484 

Maine, county of, William I and, 495, 498, 
517 sqq.; William II and, 524, 527; 
Henry I and, 529 sq., 539 sq., 602, 604 ; 
Geoffrey of Anjou and, 607 ; 613 


Mainus, Jason, the jurist, commentator, 
740 

Maio of Bari, admiral of Sicily, 205; his 
influence under William I of Sicily, 191 ; 
rebels demand dismissal of, 192 ; his un- 
popularity and murder, 195 
Maiolus, see Mayeul 

Majorca, King of, and missions, 325; 677 ; 

see also Balearic Isles 
Malachy, archbishop of Armagh, 677 
Malchow, fortress, 400 
MalcolmniCanmore,Kingof Scots, shelters 
Edgar the Aetheling, 503; submits to 
WiUiaml, 517 ; overruns Northumberland, 
518; does homage to William II, 524; 
death of, ib. 

Malcolm IV, King of Scots, surrenders 
Northumberland and Cumberland to Henry 
11,556 

Malet family, fiefs of , 511, 538 
Malet, Robert, of Eye, supports William II, 
522 ; supports Henry I, 528 
Malevilla, see Semlin 

Malger, archbishop of Rouen, bastard son 
of Richard I of Normandy, 487, 492; 
becomes archbishop, 493 ; deposed, 495 
Malik Shah, Seljuq Sultan, 262, 306 ; divides 
Syria, 263 sq.; death of, 264 
Mallory, Anketill, 570 
Malmesbury, 551 
Malton, 534 

Mambij, Syrian town, 247, 261 sq. 
Mamistra, captured by Byzantines, 246; 

surrenders to crusaders, 288 
Manasse, archbishop of Milan, opposed by 
citizens of Milan, 213 

Manasse, archbishop of Rheims, defies papal 
legates, 82; deposed, 83 
Manasse, bishop of Orleans, 617 
Mandeville, Geoffrey de, his fiefs, 511; 

supports William H, 522 
Mandeville, Geoffrey de, earl of Essex, 
created earl, 546; holds the balance between 
Stephen and Matilda, 548; his atrocities, 
549, 552; his death, 549 
Mandeville, Geoffrey de, earl of Essex, and 
the Assize of Clarendon, 585 
Mandeville, William de, earl of Essex, 
supports Henry II, 568 
Mangfall, river, 348 

Maniaces, George, Greek commander in 
Sicily, 170; appointed governor of South 
Italy, 171 ; rebels, ib. 

Manjutakin (Banjutakln), governor of 
Damascus, 251 sq. 

Manosque, commune at, 639 
Mansur, emir of Aleppo, 255 
Mansurah, Louis IX defeated at, 316 
Mantes, 491 ; town burnt, 520; 593, 596 
Mantua, council of (1053), 25, . 28; council at 
(1064), favours Alexander II, 44 sq., 115; 
arimanni of, 217; wars with Verona, 230; 
revolt against Matilda, 91, 232; Henry V 
and, 231 note; Barbarossa and, 438; 23, 
31 
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Manuel I Comnenus, Eastern Emperor, 188; 
attacked by Roger II, 189 sq., 875 sq.; 
alliance with Venetians, 376; recaptures 
Corfu, 189, 376; alliance with Conrad III 
against Roger II, 189, 356, 376 sqq.; the 
Second Crusade and, 375 sq.; becomes 
brotlier-in-law of Baldwin III, 308; occu- 
pies Ancona, 191 ; war with William 1, 192 
sqq., 422; relations with Papacy, 192, 194; 
makes peace with William 1, 194 ; demands 
restoration of imperial unity, 192, 199, 
439 ; offers to marry Maria to William II, 
199; his death, 199, 452 ; 396, 402, 443 
Manzikert, battle of, xiv, 260, 270 
Mappa Mundi of Hereford, 327 
Maqrizl, historian, on treaty between Zahir 
and Constantine VIH, 256 note. 
Maraqiyah, Syrian town, 257 
Mar ‘ash, 286 sq., 301 

Marbaeh Annals , on relations of Frederick I 
and Henry the Lion, 402 
Marco Polo, his book of travels, 327 
Marculf , archbishop of Mayence, 349 
Margaret, sister of Edgar the Aetheling, mar- 
ries Malcolm Gahmore, 517 ; death of, 524 
Margaret, wife of William I of Sicily, her 
regency, 197 

Margaret, daughter of Louis VII, betrothed 
to Henry, son of Henry II, 611; married, 
612 

Margaret, daughter of Herbert of Maine, 495 
Margaritus, admiral of Sicily, 199 sq., 464; 

surrenders to Henry VI, 471 
Margraves, position of, in Germany, 118 
Maria, daughter of Manuel I, 199 
Marienberg, foundation of, 333 
Marittima, the, Corsi in, 96; 180 
Marj ibn ‘Amir, see Esdraelon, plain of 
Markab, castle of, 312 
Mark ward of Anweiler, ministerialis, steward 
of the Empire, commands fleet, 470 sq.; 
made duke of Ravenna, 472; suppresses 
rising in Sicily, 479 
Marlborough, 508 
Marie, castle of, 593, 595 
Marmoutier, monastery of, pillage of, 661; 

reformed, 662; its dependent houses, 663 
Marseilles, commune of, 627, 629, 643 
Marshall, John the, and Beeket, 561,* 574 
Marshall, William, earl of Pembroke, 561 
Marsi, district of the, 193 
Marsilius of Padua, 827 
Martesana, county of Lombardy, 427 
Martinas, the glossator, 737 
Marton, double monastery at, 681 
Mary, daughter of Isabella and Conrad of 
Montferrat, marries John tie Brienne, 314 
Mary of Antioch, her claim to the kingdom 
of Jerusalem, 817 

Masniere, commune of, suppressed, 652 
Masyath, castle, 252 

Matilda, countess of Tuscany, 31, 64; and 
Gregory VII, 53 sq., 59, 64; Gregory VH 
takes refuge in her castle of Canossa, 69 ; 
intercedes on behalf of Henry IV, 70; 


sole ally of Gregory VII, 77 sq.; opposi- 
tion to Henry IV, 142 ; Urban II and, 90 ; 
marries the younger Welf, 91 sq., 146; 
accompanies Urban II to Rome, 95 ; her 
friendliness to Henry V, 104, 156 ; makes 
him her heir, 104 ; rising of Lucca against, 
220; death of, 104, 160; Henry V goes to 
Italy to secure inheritance of, 104, 160 sq.; 
143, 147 ; later history of her inheritance, 
339, 345, 365, 408, 455, 457, 473 
Matilda, daughter of Baldwin V of Flanders, 
marries William I of Normandy, 494 ; her 
death, 519 

Matilda (Edith), of Scotland, marries Henry 
I, 529; death of, 539 

Matilda, the Empress, daughter of Henry I, 
marries Henry V, 159; returns to England 
on the death of the Emperor Henry V, 
540 ; barons swear to acknowledge her as 
Henry I’s successor, ib.\ marries Geoffrey 
of Anjou, ib., 604; her position on 
the accession of Stephen, 542.; invades 
England, 545 sqq.; her advance onLondon, 
547; driven from London, ib.\ defeated, 
548; escapes from Oxford, 549; 165, 335 
Matilda, wife of Stephen of Blois, 543; makes 
peace with David of Scotland, 544; defeats 
the Empress Matilda, 548; death of, 551 
Matilda, sisterof Henry IV, married to Rudolf 
of Swabia, 113; death of, ib. 

Matilda, daughter of Henry II of England, 
wife of Henry the Lion, 402, 460, 469 
Matthew of Ajello, royal official in Sicily, 
196 sq.; secures election of Tanered as 
King of Sicily, 201, 461; death of, 470 
Matthew Bonnel, assassinates Maio, 195; 

his punishment, ib. 

Matthew, count of Boulogne, 569, 614 
Matthew of Edessa, chronicler, 249 note 
Matthew Paris, chronicler, on “crusade” of 
1255, 323 

Mauger, son of Tanered de Hauteville, 170 
Manle, castle of, 593 
Maurice Bourdin, see Bourdin 
Maurienne, 442, 567 
Maurilius, archbishop of Rouen, 494 
Maximus, confessor, 788 
Mayence, council of (1049), 25, 27 sq.; synod 
at (1071), 45; coronation of Rudolf, and 
riot at, 120, 139; council of (1080) , deposes 
Gregory VII, 75; supports Henry IV, 150 ; 
Henry V and, 157, 160 sqq- ; Henry V married 
at, 159; persecution of Jews by crusaders 
at, 148, 277 ; Lothar III elected king at, 
334 sqq., 361 ; disturbances in diocese of, 
887 sq.; rising of citizens against arch- 
bishop Arnold, 388; diets atj 143, 148 sq., 
407; archbishop of, his right at royal 
elections, 138; extent of province of, 157 
note; monastery at, 388; 68, 101, 107, 129, 
135, 141, 353, 409 sq., 468 
Mayenne, see Geoffrey 
Mayeul (Maiolus) , St, abbot of Cluny, 662 
Mazzara, 176; Saracens in, capitulate, 177 
Meath, 566 sq. 
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Meaux, receives a charter, 639; 649 
Mecca, 243 sqq.; sharlf of, 253 ; 261 note 
Mecklenburg, bishopric of, 356, 399; fortress 
of, 397 sq.; 407 

Meissen, march of, 130, 135 ;• given to Ekbert 
of Brunswick, 129 ; to Henry of Eilenburg, 
145 ; left vacant by Henry VI, 475 ; mar- 
graves of, see Albert, Ekbert, Henry 
Melfi, council at (1059), 36; 170; treaty of 
(1059) , between Nicholas II and Normans, 
36, 77, 175; 176; Roger II’s assembly at, 
185 

Melgueil, count of, 616 
Melisend, daughter of Baldwin H, marries 
Fulk V of Anjou, 305 
Melisend, daughter of Amaury II, 317 
Melk, reformed monastery of, 693 
Mellifont, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Melo, his revolt against Byzantium in South 
Italy, 168 sq.; negotiates with Normans, 
ib.; relations with Guaimar IV, ib.; seeks 
aid from Henry II, 169 ; death of, ib.. 
Melrichsiadt, indecisive battle at, between 
Henry IV and Rudolf , 140 
Melrose, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Melun, 598 sq. 

Mercia, north, 502; west, 507 ; earl of, see 
Edwin 

Merseburg, diets at, 345, 386, 390, 460; 122, 
157, 384 

Meseo, prince of Poland, brother of dukes 
Vladislav and Boleslav, 351 
Meseburg, see Wieselburg 
Messina, 176; captured by Normans, 177; 
184,196,439; occupied by Richard I, 201, 
462; taken by Henry VI, 471; Henry VI 
dies at, 479 

Metz, commune of, 631; 27, 354, 654 
Meuse, river, 397 

Michael IV, Eastern Emperor, 257 
Michael VII, Eastern Emperor, appeals to 
Pope, 270; 133, 181 

Michael Burtzes, Greek general, 247, 251 
Michael Cerularius, patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, 29 

Michael Doceanus, catapan, 170 
Michael Palaeologus, sent by Manuel VH to 
Italy, 191; leads revolt in South Italy, 
192; death of, ib. 

Michael the Scot, translator of Aristotle, 813 
Middlesex, 481, 507 sq.; sheriffdom leased 
to London, 539 ; earl of Essex, hereditary 
sheriff of, 548 

Midlands, the, 481, 501 sq., 521, 551, 570 
Milan, its antiquity, 200 ; a rival of Rome, 39; 
civic consciousness in, 213 sq. ; classes and 
their warfare in, 217 Sqq., 235, 237; con- 
suls of, 219 sq., 233; its geographical 
position, 230 ; its ambitions and foes, 226, 
230 ; church reforms at, 39 sqq.; synod at 
(1059), 42; reformers at, and Alexander II, 
47; Patarine tumults in, 47 sq., 219; 
Erlembald’s rule in, 48, 219 ; Gregory VII 
and, 59, 68 sqq., 130, 134; Henry IV and, 
49, 59 sq., 63 sqq., 136, 139; favours 


Anaeletus against Innocent II, 364 ; hostile 
to Lothar III, ib.-, won over by St Bernard, 
366; hostility to Frederick I, 194, 417; 
her power increases on Frederick’s return 
to Germany, 422 ; besieged and captured 
byFrederickl, 426 sq.; revolts again, 428; 
captured and destroyed, 434 sq.; rebuilt, 
440; won over by Frederick I, 457; Henry 
VI and Constance married at, 408, 457; 
first podesta at, 238; 22, 33 sq., 52 sq., 
339,388, 397, 465, 470; archbishops of, 
‘see Adahnan, Anselm, Aribert, Atto, God- 
frey, Guido, Hilduin, Humbert, Landolf, 
Manasse, Ted&ld, Urban III 
Milazzo, 177 

Miles of Brecknock, rebels against Stephen, 
545; made earl of Hereford, 548 
Mileto, 176 
Milford Haven, 565 
Milites, in Italian cities, 235 sq. 

Milo of Bray, viscount of Troyes, 596 sq. , 
602 

Ministeriales, rise of, in Germany, 119 sqq.; 
usurpation of freedom by, in Saxony, 128; 
royal ministeriales ,ib.; Henry V and, 155; 
Markward of Anweiler, a minittenalis, 
472; 149, 352 

Mirabeau, castle of, 556, 567 
Miramar, the College of the Holy Trinity of, 
825 

Mirdasites, emirs of Aleppo, 255 sqq. 
Misilmeri, Norman victory over Saracens at, 
177 

Missionary work, in Scandinavia, 114, 116, 
415; among the Slavs, 114, 116, 165, 333, 
348 sq., 398 sqq.; in the East, 325 sqq. 
Mitre, papal and episcopal, use of, 84 sq. 
Modena, position of, at end of twelfth cen- 
tury, 225; a rival of Bologna, Piacenza, 
and Reggio, 280; takes oath of fealty 
to Frederick I, 426 
Modoald, bishop of Tours, 771 
Moglena, Normans at, 182 
Mohun, William de, earl of Somerset, rebels 
against Stephen, 544; made earl by 
Matilda, 047 

Moldavia, civil code of, 719 
Molesme, abbey, 669, 672, 674 
Molfetta, 192 
Monaco, Genoese at, 472 
Monastic orders, Chap, xx; reforms of 
Benedict of Aniane , 659 sq. ; of Chrodegang, 
and Amalarius, 660 sq.; decline after the 
death of Charlemagne, 661 ; the Cluniac 
movement, 661 sqq.; revival of, in Eng- 
land, 666; the Order of Camaldoli, 
667 ; of La Cava, Vallombrosa, and 
Grandmont, 668; the Carthusian Order, 
669 sq.; other ascetic orders, 670; Fonte- 
vr&ult, 671; Cistercian Order, 672 sqq.; 
canons regular, 678 sqq.; Premonstraten- 
sian Order, 680 sq.; Orderof Sempringham, 
682; military orders, 683 sqq.; orders and 
congregations, 684 sq.; and the Fourth 
Lateran Council, 685; condition of, in the 
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thirteenth century, 686; causes of the 
decline of discipline, 687; later orders, 
688; reforms of Benedict XU, 688 sq.; 
learning in monasteries, 690; monastic 
finance, 691; decline of, in England, 
691 sq.; decline of, in France, Italy, 
and Germany, 692; growth of the con- 
gregational system, 693 sqq,; fifteenth- 
century attempts at reform, 695 sq.; and 
the Reformation, 696 
Mongol Empire, converted to Islam, 326 ^ 
Monreale, monastery, 668 
Montacute, castle of, 530 
Mont Cenis, crossed by Henry IV, 137 
Montchauvet, castle of, 593, 596 
Monte Cassino, abbey of, Victor II at, 31 
sq.; death of Victor III at, 87; monks 
expelled by William I of Sicily, 416; 
placed under interdict by Celestine III, 
464 ; 32 sq., 79, 202, 658, 661 sq., 688, 693, 
696 

Monte Fano, monastery, 688 
Monte Gargano, Norman pilgrims at, 168 
Monteloone, near Bivona, 173 
Montemaggiore, battle of, 171 
Monte Oliveto, Order of, 688 
Montepeloso, Norman victory at, 171; 176 
Monteporzio , victory of Christian of Mayence 
at, 198 

Monte Rodone, 470 
Montesa, Knights of, 683 
Monte Vergine, abbey, 688 
Montevilliers, first Norman nunnery at, 
491 

Montf errand, 598 

Montferrat, marquesses of, foes of Italian 
towns, 225; enemies of Asti, 229; 418, 
442, 445 ; see also Conrad 
Montfort-l’Amauri, castle of, 593, 596, 612 
Montgomery, Norman castle, 488, 530 
Montgomery, castle in Wales, 525 
Montgomery, family of, 492, 536; see also 
Amulf, Robert of Belleme, Robert of 
Poitou, Roger, William Talvas 
Montjoy, 597 

Montlhdry, castle of, 593, 596 sq. 

Montlouis, 614 
Montmirail, 613 

Montpellier, 435; commune of, 628, 638; 

hospital of the Holy Spirit at, 683 
Montreal, fortress, 304 
Montreuil in Normandy, manor of, 488 sq. 
Montreuil-Bellay, 609 

Montreuil-sur-Mer, gild at, 637; commune 
at, 647 

Mont-Saint-Michel, monastery, re-establish- 
ed, 484; 491, 524, 611 
Monza, 339, 363, 427 
Moravia, see of Olmiitz in, 4 
Morena, Acerbus, chronicler, on Frederick 
Barbarossa, 382 

Moreruela, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Moret, 616 

Morimond, Cistercian abbey, 672, 675 sqq., 


Morkere, earl of Northumbria, acquiesces in 
Harold’s election, 482; defeated by Harold 
Hardrada, 499 ; retires to his estates after 
Hastings, 501 sq.; submits to William, 
502 ; but rebels, 503 ; a prisoner, 505 
Morlas, local customs of, 643 
Morocco, foundation of Idrlsite caliphate in, 
242 

Mort d’ Ancestor, writ of, 589 
Mortain, Norman castle and comte , 485, 490 ; 
670 ; count of, outlawed and despoiled by 
Henry I, 530 sq., 536; counts of, see 
Robert, Stephen, William 
Mortemer, battle of, 494 sq. 

Mortimer family, fiefs of, 511, 536 
Mortimer, Hugh, and Henry II, 555 
Mortimer, Ralf of, and William II, 523 
Morton, John, archbishop of Canterbury, 
692 

Moselle, river, 351 
Moses ben Maymun, see Maimonides 
Mosinopolis,Normansdefeatedby Byzantines 
near, 199 
Mouchy, 615 

Mountsorrel, castle of, 568 sq. 

Mouzon, negotiations between Henry V and 
Calixtus H at, 106 sq.; 397 
Mowbray , Robert of, earl of Northumberland , 
rebels against William II, 522 ; imprisoned, 
523; 526 

Mowbray, Roger de, rebels against Henry II, 
568,570 

Moxby, nunnery, 681 
Mubarak-ad-Daulah Fatah, 255 
Mufarrij ibn Dagkfal ibn Jarrah, see Ibn 
Daghfal 

Muhammad ibn Dimlaj, Turkish emir, 262 
Muhammad ibn Ra‘iq, emir of Aleppo, 
245 

Muhammadibn Tugkj al-Ikhshid, seelkkshld 
Muhammadan, Empire, in Syria and Egypt, 
Chap, vr; philosophy, 811 sqq., 814 sqq. 
Miiklkausen, 341, 406 
Mu'izz, Fatimite Caliph, his conquest of 
Egypt, 247 sq.; 252 

Mu'izz ibn Badis, Zairid emir of- Tunis, 
renounces Fatimites, 258 
Mu‘izz-ad-Daulah Thumal, see Thumal 
Mujahid, ruler of Denia, and Sardinia, 226 
Muktafi, Abbasid Caliph, defeats Qarmatians 
and puts an end to Tulunite dynasty, 
245 

Munich, growth of, under Henry the Lion, 
400 sq.; 840 

Munis, ’amir al-’umara at Baghdad, defeats 
Fatimites, 245 
Munster, 565 
Muret, near Limoges, 668 
Muriella, wife of Tancred de Hauteville, 170 
Musegros, forest, 603 
Musta‘ll, Fatimite Caliph, 264 
Mustansir, Fatimite Caliph, 258 sq., 262, 
264 ’ 

Mutanabbi, Arab poet, 246 
Mu'tazilites, sect of, 815 
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Nahr-Ibrahim, river, northern boundary of 
kingdom of Jerusalem, 301 
Namur, 2 ; county of, 410 sq. 

Nanno, count of Verona, tries Ratherius, 
214 

Nantes, county of, 556, 611 
Naples, early organisation of city government 
in, 167, 209; early commerce at, 216; 
besieged by Guiscard, 179; 183; Roger II 
invested with, 186 ; conquers duke of, 187 ; 
William I invested with, 193 ; unsuccess- 
fully besieged by Henry VI, 202, 464; 
surrenders to Henry VI, 470 ; 491 ; duke 
of, see Sergius IV 

Narbonne, trade of, 644; viscountess of, 
616 ; archbishop of, made primate over 
Aix, 90 

Nasir-ad-Daulah Hasan, ruler of Mosul, 
245 

Nasir-ad-Daulah ibn Hamdan, Turkish 
leader, rules over Egypt, 259, 262 
Nasir-i-Khusrau, Persian traveller, 258 
Nasr ibn Mushraf, Arab chief, 257 
Nasr, son of Mahmud ibn Nasr, Mirdasite 
emir of Aleppo,' 261 

Nasr Shibl-ad-Daulah ibn Salih, Mirdasite 
emir of Aleppo, 256; dies', 258 
Navarre, monasticism in, 677 
Nazarius, St, 41 
Neauphle, 601 

Nebrija, Antonio de, the jurist, 748 
Neckar, river, 140 

Negropont, pillaged by William I, 193 
Neocaesarea, council of, and celibacy, 11 
Neo-Platonism, 781 sq, 

Neronian Field, battle on the, victory of 
anti-Pope Honorius II, 43 
Netherlands, Roman and canon law in the, 
755 sq.; monasteries in, 663, 696; see also 
Flanders 

Neufmarcbi, taken by Louis VII, 610 
Neuss, monastery, 694 
Neustria, reforms of St Boiiiface in, 12 
Neutra, see Nyitra 

Ndvelon of Pierreionds, and Louis VII, 615 
Nevers, bishpp-Of, 563 ; count of, 598, 615, 
619 - 

Newcastle, built, 518 ; 544 ; surrendered to 
Henry II, 556; 571 
New Forest, 527 

Newhouse, first English Premonstratehsian 
monastery, 680 

Nicaea, 276 ; capital of Qilij-Arslan I, 285; 
besieged by crusaders, 283 sq., 285; sur- 
renders, 285 sq.; 288, 299, 330, 492; 
council of (325), 11, 708, 711 ; council of 
:/ ■ (787), 708 

Nicephoros II Phocas, Eastern Emperor, 
conquests in Syria, 246 sq. 

Nicephoros III Botaniates, Eastern Emperor, 
war with Guiscard, 181 
Nicetas, governor of Antioch, 257 
Nicetas, Byzantine historian, on Henry VI, 
473 

Nicholas I, Pope, 35 note, 111 


Nicholas II, Pope (Gerard, bishop of Flor- 
ence), election of, 35; enthroned, 36; 
papacy of, 36 sqq.; character of, 39 ; makes 
treaty of Melfi with Normans, 36, 77, 174 
sq.; his papal election decree, see Rome, 
Councils (1059); his decree on canons, 
678; death of, 39, 42; 52, 73, 92, 114 
Nicholas IV, Pope, and the fall of Acre, 318 

Nicholas, St, shrine of, at Bari, 688 
Nicholas Breakspear, sec Hadrian IV, Pope 
Nicholas de Tudeschis, the canonist, 742 
Niclot, Wendish prince, 344, 354 sq., 386, 
398 sq. 

Nicolaitans, nickname of married clergy, 

. 41 

Niel, King of Denmark, 344 ; death of, ib, 
Nigel de Albini, 536 

Nigel, bishop of Ely, treasurer of Henry I. 
rebels against Stephen , 545; treasurer of 
Henry II, 555, 573, 576 
Nigel of Saint Sauveur, leads revolt against 
William I, 493 

Nikita, Byzantine governor of Bulgaria, 
275 

Nikis, St, 1 

Nilus Doxapatrius, Greek author, at court of 
Roger II, 207 

Nlmes, commune at, 639, 648 ; synod at, 95 
Niort, commune of, 649 
Nis, Walter Sansavoir and Peter the Hermit 
at, 275, 278 

Nizam-al-mulk, Seljuq vizier, murder of, 
264 

Nogent, monastery of, 593 ; see also Guibert 
Nominalism, and Realism, 794 sq. 
Nonantula, abbey* 661 
Norbert, St, founds the Premonstratensi an 
Order, 680; 110; supports Innocent II, 

■ 842 . 
Nordalbingia, Lothar Ill’s activities in, 344 
Nordhausen, Henry V holds synod at (1105), 
150 

Nordheim, counts of, 152 sq. ; see also Henry 
the Fat, Otto 

Norfolk, county, 508 ; risings in, 518, 521; 
543,548,584 

Norfolk, earldom of, created by Stephen, 
546; earl of, see Bigod, Hugh 
Normandy, duchy of, Chaps, xv, xvi, xvxx, 
xviii ; administration of , under Richard II, 
484 sqq. ; vicomUs and comtes, 485; revenue, 
486; position of bishops, 486 sq.; land 
tenure in, 487 sq.; knights’ fees in, 489; 
the peasantry in, 490; church in, under 
William I, 496 ; monasteries in, 663 
Normans, in South Italy and Sicily, Chap, iv ; 
character of their role, xii sq.; arrival in 
South Italy, 168, 491 ; take sendee under 
various rulers, 169 ; aid in revolts, 170 
gqq.; mercenaries at Byzantium, 171; and 
the Papacy, xi sqq. , 21 sq. , 31 sq., 36, 45, 
52, 59, 76 sqq., 86 sq., 90, 96, 101, 105, 
110 sq., 114, 116, 142, 156, 174 sqq., 178, 
193 ; Frederick I and, 396; Eastern am- 
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bitions of, xiv; Chaps, xi, xm passim; in 
Sicily, 207 ; see also Sicily, kingdom of 
Northallerton, battle of the Standard near, 
544; castle of, 570 
Northampton , Assize of, 584 sqq. 
Northampton, town, 555 note; council of 
(1164), 561; 562, 570 sq.; earl of, see 
Simon de Sentliz 
Northamptonshire, 570, 581 
North Sea, 504 

Northumberland, county, 517 sqq., 523 sq.; 
543 sq.; surrendered to Henry II, 556; 
580 

Northumberland, earldom of, 517, 522, 544; 
earls of, see Henry, son of David of Scot- 
land, Mowbray, Wale her, Waltheof; see 
also Bernieia 

Northumbria, province, 502,504, 570; earl 
of, see Morkere 

Norway, church in, relations with Gregory 
VII, 85; missions to, 415 ; monasticism in, 
677 

Norwich, 538, 553, 570, 578, 690 
Noto, in Sicily, 183 

Nottingham, castle at, 503 , 568; borough, 
538, 551, 555, 570 

Nottinghamshire, 549, 555, 577, 584 
Nouvion l’Abbesse, castle of, 595 
Novara, 211 ; ally of Pavia, 230 
Novel disseisin, writ of, 589, 759 
Noyon, commune at, 649 
Noyon-sur-Andelle, 602 
Nuneaton, nunnery, 671 
Nunneries, 671, 681 

Nur-ad-Dln, Sultan, son of Zangi, captures 
Damascus, 307 ; the Second Crusade and, 
ib.; conquest of Egypt, 308; death of, 
309 

Nuremberg, besieged and captured by Lothar 
III, 337 sqq.; diet of (1186), peace enact- 
ments at, 383 

Nydala, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Nyitra (Neutra), in Hungary, band of cru- 
saders dispersed at, 276 

Obasine, monastery, 678 
Obbiano, 176 

Obotrites, land of the, given to Canute of 
Schleswig, 344; 354; see also Niclot, 
Wends 

Oehrida, Normans at, 182 
Ocri, monastery at, 33 
Octavian (anti- Pope Victor IV), .cardinal of 
Santa Cecilia, sent as legate to Germany, 
379 , 423; his character, 379; as anti- 
Pope, 368, 430 sq., 433, 436, 617 sqq.; 
death of, 394, 438 

Octavian, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, im- 
prisoned by Henry VI, 467 
Ociilus pastoralis, treatise on duties of the 
podest'a, 238 
Oder, river, 35 5, 389 

Odilo, abbot of Cluny, and Robert I of Nor- 
mandy, 491 ; 2, 662, 664 
Odo, bishop of Bayeux, earl of Kent, half- 


brother of William I, 496; left in charge 
in England, 503; his fiefs, 506; im- 
prisoned by William I, 519; his revolt 
against William II, 521 sq.; takes the 
Cross, 527 

Odo, abbot of Cluny, 662 

Odo of Toumai, 3 

Odofred, the glossator, 734 sq., 738 

Offa’s dyke, 525 

Oise, river, 491 

Oldenburg, see of, 356, 398 sq.; removed to 
Liibeck, 400 

Olmiitz, see of, restored by Bfatislav, 4 
Oloron, no serfs in, 642 ; favourable geogra- 
phical position of, 643 
Ongar, castle and honour, 569 
Ophamil, Walter, archbishop of Palermo, 
one of Council of Ten in Sicily, 197 ; his 
influence under William II, ib.; in favour 
of Henry VI, 200; crowns Tancred, 461 
Oppenheim, 69, 136 

Orderic of Pordenone, and missionary work, 
326 

Ordericus Vitalis, chronicler, 84 note ; on 
First Crusade, 275 ; on the monastery of 
Saint-Evroult, 488 
Or do Cluniacensis , of Bernard, 664 
Ordulf Billung, duke of Saxony, succeeds 
his father, 114; 116, 129; death of, 130 
Oria, 176 

Orleans, commune of, 628; 598, 620 sq.; 
council of (533), 635; council of (538), 11; 
bishop of, 594 
Orontes, river, 291 
Orsini family, 463 

Osbern, a tenant of Biobard II of Normandy, 
487 

Osbern, seneschal of Robert I of Normandy, 
made guardian of William I, 492 ; murder 
of, ib. 

Osimo, 36 

Osmond, Norman adventurer, 169 
Ostrogoths, laws of the, 723 
Oswald, bishop of Worcester, and monastic 
reform, 663 
Oswestry, 544 

Otranto, city, 173, 176 ; territory of, 167 
Otto I the Great, Western Emperor, and 
papal elections, 36; and monastic reform, 
662; 2, 101, 123, 151 sq., 334, 358, 366, 
394 

Otto II, Western Emperor, his grant to men 
of Lazise, 215 

Otto III, Western Emperor, grant to citizens 
of Cremona, 214; and Romuald, 667; 1, 
14 

Otto IV, Western Emperor, son of Henry the 
Lion, 467, 469, 477 

Otto, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, see Urban II, 
Pope 

Otto of Nordheim, made duke of Bavaria, 
114; aids Anno to capture Henry IV, 
115; weakness of, in Bavaria, 122; his 
revolt and condemnation, 129; in revolt 
of 1073, 131 ; pardoned and advanced, 126, 
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135; revolts again, 135; his death, 142; 
his territories inherited by Loihar of 
Saxony, 152, 164, 334; 145, 153, 404 note 
Otto, duke of Swabia, death of, 118 
Otto of Wittelsbach, count-palatine of 
Bavaria, reconciles Henry the Proud and 
Leopold of Austria, 340 
Otto, count-palatine of Wittelsbach, his 
wrath with papal legates, 391, 425; sent 
by Frederick to Italy, 426 ; made duke of' 
Bavaria, 405 

Otto of Olmiitz, Lothar III supports his 
claim to dukedom of Bohemia, 336 sq. 

Otto of Olmiitz, son of the elder Otto, heads 
rebellion in Bohemia, 852 
Otto, margrave of Brandenburg, 153, 465 
Otto, bishop of Bamberg, consecrates arch- 
bishop Adalbert, 160 ; missionary work in. 
Pomerania, 110, 165, 343; his attitude in 
contest of Empire and Papacy, 104, 106; 
supports Innocent II, 342 
Otto, bishop of Constanee, 62 .note' 

Otto, bishop of Freising, and logic, 808; his 
version of the Concordat of Worms, 108; 
on Lothar Ill’s election, 335; on Lothar, 
480 ; on settlement of Frankfort, 350 ; 
reads conciliatory letter of Hadrian IV to 
Frederick I, 891 ; dispute with Henry the 
Lion over trade, 400; 153 sq. 

Otto of Ballenstadt, marries Eilica, daughter 
of duke Magnus, 152 sq.; 164 
Otto Frangipane, 418 

Otto de Grandison, leader of English crusa- 
ders, 318 ; defends Acre, ib. 

Otto of St Blaise, chronicler, on Henry YI, 
473,480 

Ottokar, margrave of Styria, made duke of 
Styria, 405 
Ouehe, district, 488 
Oudenarde, 599 
Ourscamp, monastery, 675 
Owen Gwynedd, prince of North Wales, and 
Henry II, 556 
Owston Ferry, 570 

Oxford, 537 sq.; surrenders to Matilda, 547 ; 
besieged by Stephen, 548 sq.; 576 sq., 
579; St Frideswide at, 567 note ; Benedic- 
tine house (Gloucester Hall) at, 689; 
school of law at, 757; opposition to 
Aquinas at, 823 
Oxford, earl of, see Yere 
Oxfordshire, 507, 548, 570, 580 

Padua, its antiquity, 209 ; new walls of, 225 ; 
229; rival of Venice, 230 ; 281; forms 
League of Verona against Barbarossa, 438; 
abbey of Sfca Giustiim at, 698 ; 740 
Paganel, Ralph, of Dudley, rebels against 
Stephen, 544 

Paien of Garlande, see Garlande 
Pa'fen of Montjay, 597, 602 
Paldolf III, ruler of Capua, see Pandulf HI 
Palermo, captured by Normans, 177 sq.; 188, 
266 ; Boger II crowned at, 186 ; 190; 194, 
196, 199, 206, 439; riots at, 195, 197,462;. 


Tancred crowned at, 461 ; Tailored dies at, 
470; surrenders to Henry VI, 203, 471; 
Henry YI crowned at, 203, 471; Henry VI 
buried at, 479; made a metropolitan see, 
193 ; 474 note 

Palestine, conquered by Fatimites, 249; 
Seljnq Turks in, 262; 403, 492, 528, 540, 
593, 595, 608 ; see also Crusades, J erusalem, 
kingdom of 

Palestrina, death of Damasus II at, 23 
Palmer, Bichard, bishop of Syracuse, 
minister in Sicily, 196; one of Council of 
Ten, 197 

Pandulf, prince of Benevento, 169 
Pandulf (Paldolf) IH, prince of Capua, aids 
Melo against Byzantines, 169 ; imprisoned 
by Henry II, 169; released by Conrad II, 
ib.; deposed by Conrad II, 170; restored 
by Henry III, 172 
Panormitanus, canonist, 743 
Papacy, Introduction, Chaps, i, n, in, x, xi, 
xxi, xiii, xiv ; election decree of 1059, viii 
sqq,, 36 sq.; situation of, at beginning of 
Gregory VII’ s rule, 58 sq.; its dangerous 
position after death of Gregory VII, 86 ; its 
enhanced position after the Concordat of 
Worms, 109 sqq., 360 sq.; St Bernard on 
the powers of, xxi ; relations withNormaiis, 
see Normans; relation of Popes to war. 
against Muslims, 267 sq. ; and crusading 
movement, 320 sqq.; effects of crusades 
on, 321 sq.; its degradation of the crusad- 
ing movement, 322 sq.; schism of, in 1159, 
480 sq.; and indulgences, 323 sq.; and 
tithes, 324; and church reform, vii sqq.; 
and Councils of the Church, ix; its 
finances, x sq.;see also Popes 
Papareschi, family of, 363 
Paphnutius, at Council of Nicaea, 11 
Papinian, Boman jurist, his Responsa , 721 sq. 
Paris, council of (559), 635; council of (824), 
776; council of (829), 26, 776; Bobert 
Curthose at, 619; 493, 596; Henry II at, 
611; 616, 620; see of, 621 ; commune of, 
628 ; cathedral school of, 773 ; abbey of 
St Victor at, 800; Peter the Lombard at, 
803 sq.; teaching of Boman Law forbidden 
to the University of, 751 ; University of, 
takes lead in theology, 767 ; Aristotle for- 
bidden to the University, 814, 817 sqq.; 
Aquinas at, 821 ; papal collections of 
Decretals sent to the University, 714 
Parma, 48, 229, 231 note; a rival of Piacenza 
and Beggio, 230 

Paschal II, Pope (Cardinal Iiainer), election 
of, 95; his early life, 95 sq., 666; troublesof, 
at Borne, 96 ; character of, 96 sq. ; relations 
with Henry IV, 97 sq. , 149 ; relations with 
Henry V, 96 sq., 154; attitude on investi- 
ture question, 98 sqq., 155; his success in 
France, 99; relations with England, 99 sq., 
531 sq.; welcomed in France, 101; nego- 
tiations with Henry V, ib.; his solution of 
the investiture problem., 102 ; captured by 
HenryV, 102; his concessions to Henry V, 
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103 ; forced to retract them, 103, 156 ; flees 
from Rome, 105; death of, ib.; Fontevrault 
and, 671 ; 117 note 

Paschal III, anti-Pope, see Guido of Crema 
Paschasius Radbert, on the Eucharist, 791 
Passais, the, 495 
Passerano, 36 

Pataria, Patarines, nickname given to re- 
formers at Milan, 41 sq., 219; conflicts at 
Milan, 47 sqq.; 52 sq., 64, 134 
Patrician of Rome, title given to Henry HI, 
22 ; to Henry IY, 42 
Paucapalea, the canonist, 742 
Paul of Castro, the commentator, 740 
Paul the Deacon, brought from Italy by 
Charlemagne, 766, 772 
Paulus, Roman jurist, his Sentcntiae, 721 sqq. 
Pavia, councils of (1018), 15 sq.; (1046), 19, 
21; (1049), 25 ; popular rising against 
bishop, 40; rival of Milan, 219 sq., 230; 
consuls at, 220 ; favours Frederick I, 417 
sq., 426, 428, 440, 442, 445; Frederick I 
holds synod at, 433, 436; law-school at, 
732 sqq.; 139, 465, 662, 664 
Payeme, abbey, 662, 664 
Peace of God, in Germany, 143; and 
communes, 635 sq. 

Peak Castle, 556, 568 

Peckham, John, archbishop of Canterbury, 
and the state of the monasteries, 687 ; his 
attacks on Aquinas, 822 
Pedites, in Italian cities, 236 sq. 

Peene, river, 398 

Pelagius II, Pope, attitude to celibacy, 12 
Pelagonia, Normans at, 182 
Pelavicini, feudal lords of Lombardy, 225 
Pembroke, castle of Arnulf of Montgomery 
at, 525, 530; earldom of, created by 
Stephen, 546; ear Is of, see Clare, Marshall, 
Strongbow 

Pembrokeshire, Flemish colony in, 535 
Penaforfc, Raymond de, Spanish jurist, 748; 

compiles Gregory IX’s Decretals, 714 
Pencader, 556 
Penthievre, 498, 504 

Pepin, King of Italy, son of Charlemagne, 
and city of Piacenza, 211 
Pepo, the glossator, 737 
Perche, 580 

Perpignan, commune of, 631, 640, 643 
Persia, bishopric founded in, 326 
Perth, 517 

Perugia, its position in Umbria, 228 sq. 
Peter, King of Aragon, acknowledges papal 
authority, 90 

Peter Damian, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, 3, 13 
note, 19, 26, 28 ; early life of, 33 ; legate at 
Milan, 38, 41 sq., 48; letters of, to Cadalus 
and Henry IV, 43 sq.; his Disceptatio 
Synodalis, 44; opinion of the Lombard 
bishops, 42; goes to France, 46; compels 
Henry IV to take back his wife, 117; death 
of, 49; his asceticism, 66 7; and canons 
regular, 678 ; his philosophical works, 792 ; 
34, 39, 45, 92 


Peter Morrone (Pope Celestine V), founds the 
Celestine Order, 688 

Peter Pierleoni, cardinal of St Calixtus (anti- 
Pope AnaeletusII), election of, 363; sup- 
ported by Roger H, and creates him King 
of Sicily, 186 sq., 364;' appeals to Lothar 
HI, 342, 363; tries to justify his claim 
before Lothar, 365 ; death of, 368 
Peter Pisano, cardinal, won over to Innocent 
IV by St Bernard, 368 
Peter of La Chatre, archbishop of Bourges, 
605, 607 

Peter, bishop of Amalfi, 29 
Peter the Lombard, bishop of Paris, his 
philosophy, 803 sq. 

Peter the Venerable, abbot of Cluny, 666 
Peter, abbot of Farfa, 5 
Peter, abbot of La Celle, on Becket, 557 
Peter, abbot of Monte Cassino, 82 
Peter, prefect of Rome, 418 
Peter the Hermit, his preaching of the First 
Crusade and journey to Constantinople, 
275 sqq.; his importance a legend, 299 
Peter, grand chamberlain, minister in Sicily, 
196 

Peter, count of Taranto, rebels against 
Guiscard, 180 

Peter of Trani, rebels against Guiscard, 
178 

Peter Bartholomew, finder of the Holy Lance, 
295 

Peter of Eboli, rhyming chronicler, on 
marriage of Henry VI and Constance, 
456 note-, on Tancred, 202, 461 
Peter of Pisa, learned Italian, 772 
Peter of Studley, 576 
Peterborough, 505, 684 
Peterborough Chronicle, 481, 519, 549, 
552 

Peter’s Pence xi, 19, 90 
Petrarch, and the commentators, 739 sq. 
Petronilla (Alice), second wife of Ralph of 
Vermandois, 606 
Pevensey, 500, 521, 530 sq. 

Peverel family, fiefs of, 506, 511; honour 
of, 568 

Peverel, William, 506 
Peverel, William, becomes a monk, 555 
Philagathus, archbishop of Piacenza (anti- 
Pope John XVI), 1 

Philaretus (Philarcl), governor of Antioch, 
263 note 

Philip I, King of France, and simony, 9 ; 
relations with Gregory VII, 81 ; his case at 
the Council of Piacenza, 94; excommuni- 
cated by Urban II at the Council of 
Clermont, 89, 94 ; relations with Paschal 
II, 99, 101; proposes marriage-alliance 
with Roger I of Sicily, 183; and First 
Crusade, 273; ally of Robert Cur those, 
519, 526; 95, 126, 592, 601 
Philip II Augustus, King of France, his 
enmity to Henry II, 572 ; relations with 
Frederick I, 397 ; and the fall of Henry 
the Lion, 407 ; alliance with Frederick 1, 
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409 ; and Third Crusade, 310 sqq., 322, 
462 ; relations with Henry VI, 467 sqq. ; 647 
Philip, King of the Romans, duke of Swabia, 
younger son of Frederick I, appointed to 
see of Wurzburg, 466 ; becomes duke of 
Tuscany, 472 ; marries Irene, daughter of 
Isaac Angelus, 473, 479; 477 
Philip, half-brother of Louis VI, 596 
Philip of Heinsberg, chancellor, archbishop 
of Cologne, 393, 448; crowns Henry VI, 
443; enemy of Henry the Lion, 403; re- 
ceives Westphalia, 406, 408; his hostile 
attitude to Frederick I, 407; his strong 
position, 408, 458 ; submits to Frederick I, 
409, 459 ; 460, 467 

Philip, margrave of Namur; second son of 
Baldwin of Hainault, 411 
Philip, count of Flanders, and the fall of 
Henry the Lion, 407; 411, 614, 619 
Philip de Mezieres, his enthusiasm for a new 
crusade, 319 
Philippopolis, 281, 411 
Philomelium, Alexius at, 294 
Philosophy, in the Middle Ages, Chap, xxin ; 
character of ancient philosophy, 781; 
Neo-Platonism and Christianity, 781 sq.; 
philosophy and theology, 782; John the 
Scot, 784 sqq.; decline of philosophy after 
him, 788; Aristotle and Plato, 789 sq.; 
influence of Macrobius on , 790; importance 
of dialectic, 790 sq.; Sylvester II and, 791 ; 
Berengar and Peter Damian, 792 ; Anselm 
and, 792 sqq.; Nominalism and Realism, 
794 sq.; Roscelin, 796; Abelard, 797 sqq.; 
Hugh of St Victor, 800 sqq.; Peter the 
Lombard, 803 sq.; John of Damascus, 805 ; 
John of Salisbury, 805 sqq.; the school of 
Chartres, 809 sq.; intellectual progress in 
the twelfth century, 810; the thirteenth 
century, 810 sqq.; translations of Aristotle, 
811 sqq.; Muslim philosophy, 814 sqq.; 
Aristotelianism in the thirteenth century, 
817 sqq.; Thomas Aquinas, 819 sqq.; 
Averroism, 821 sq.; opposition to Aquinas, 
822 sq.; the Church and, 823 sqq.; Duns 
Scotus, 827 sqq. 

Photius, patriarch, commentator on Greek 
canon law, 708 

Piacenza, council at, under Henry IV (1076), 
66, 135 ; council of (1095^, 93 sqq., 146, 272 
sq.; early trade-corporation at, 210; early 
institutions in , 211 ; class war at, 220 note ; 

. new walls of, 225 ; geographical position 
of, 229; ally of Milan, 230; a rival of 
Parma, Cremona, and Modena, 230; pre- 
rogatives of bishop at, 232; growth of 
power of Council at, 234; institution of 
podesta at, 238; Lothar III at, 364; 
Frederick I near, 415 ; league with Milan, 
194, 426, 430; submits to Frederick I, 
428 ; punishment of, 435 ; peace negotiated 
at, 452; 21, 47 
Picardy, 498 sq., 527 

Pierleone, riots on Paschal’s attempt to make 
him prefect of Rome, 96, 105 


Pierleoni, family of, financial supporters of 
the Papacy, xi ; assist Urban II at Rome, 
91, 95; lose power on defeat of Roger II, 
368; 363; see also Benedict, Jordan, Leo, 
Peter, Pierleone 
Pierrefonds, 615 

Pierron, son of Amyas, Norman leader, 
171 

Pilgrim, archbishop of Cologne, 2, 18 
Pilgrimages to Jerusalem, 269 
Pipe Roll, begun by Roger of Salisbury, 534 ; 
under Henry II, 573 

Pisa, earlier wars with the Muslims, 226, 
266; geographical position of, 208, 227 sqq.; 
rivalry with Lucca, 214, 227 sq.; rivalry 
with Genoa, 226 sqq., 316 sq.; new walls 
of, 225; beginning of commune at, 220; 
grant of Henry IV to, 220 note, 223; 
consuls at, 221; first podesta at, 238; 
development of commerce of, 226 sq.; 
duringerusades,239,312, 329; Innocent II 
at, 365 sq.; sends ships to aid Lothar III, 
367; negotiations of Conrad III with, 379 
sq.; alliance with Frederick I, 196, 418, 
435, 439 sqq.; peace with Sicily, 443; 
alliance with Henry VI, 201, 203, 463 sq., 
470 sq.; refuses to join Tuscan league in 
1197, 228; wars with Florence, ib.; death 
of Gregory VIII at, 459 ; 94, 105 
Pistoia, hostility to Florence, 228 
Placentinus, the glossator, 737 
Plato, medieval knowledge of, 789 sq.; and 
the school of Chartres, 809 
Pleichfeld, Henry IV defeated at, 144 sq. 
Plotinus, 781 sq. 

Plotislav (Eribislav), bequeaths Brandenburg 
to Albert the Bear, 344, 357 
Plumptoh, Gilbert de, 578 
Plusearden, monastery, 678 
Plynlimon, 525 
Poblet, abbey, 695 

Podesta, establishment of, in Italian cities, 
237 sq.; Frederick Barbarossa and, 427 sqq. 
Pohlde, 15, 23 

Poietiers, council of (1000), forbids clerical 
marriage, 14 ; council of (1078), 82 
Poissy, 493 

Poitou, 498, 527, 551, 567, 605, 609, 613, 671 
Poix, 527 
Polabia, 344 

Poland, Church in, relations with Gregory 
VII, 85 ; rebels against Emperor Henry IV, 
113, 130 sq.; Henry V and, 155, 165; 
Lothar III and, 345 ; Conrad III and, 351; 
Frederick I and, 388 sq.; and the Teutonic 
Knights, 333; monasticism in, 677 ; 355 
Pole, William de la, 692 
Polignac, viscount of, 615 
Politian, Angelo, humanist, 741 
Pomerania, Henry the Lion and, 400, 403 ; 

missions in, 110, 165, 400 ; 343, 855 
Pons, count of Tripolis, 302 
Pons, abbot of Cluny, 666 
Pontaudemer, 491 
Pont-du-ChAteau, castle of, 598 
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Ponteeorvo, 416 

Ponte Lucan o, Frederick I at, 421 
Ponthieu, county of, 495, 530, 543, 651 sq. 
Pontigny, abbey of, 672 sq., 678 
Popes, legitimate, see Agapetus, Alexander 
II, III, IV, VI, Anastasius II, IV, Bene- 
dict VIII, IX, XII, Boniface VIII, IX, 
Celestine II, III,V, Clement II, in, IV, V, 
Damasus II, Bugenius II, III, IV, Gelasius 

I, II, Gregory I, II, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, 
IX, XI, XII, XIII, Hadrian I, IV, Honorius 

II, III, Innocent I, II, III, IV, VIII, John 

VIII, X, XII, XIX, XXH, Leo I, IV, VIII, 

IX, Lucius II, IH, Nicholas I, II, IV, 
Paschal II, Sergius IV, Siricius, Sixtus IV, 
Stephen III, IV, IX, Sylvester I, II, Urban 
II, III, IV, V, Victor II, III, Zosimus ; 
anti-Popes, see Albert, Anacletus II (Peter 
Pierleoni), Benedict X (John Mincins), 
Cnlixtus III (John of Struma), Clement III 
(Guibert), Gregory VIII (Burdinus), Hono- 
rius II (Cadalus) , John XVI (Philagathus) , 
Paschal III (Guido of Crema), Sylvester III 
(John of Sabina), Sylvester IV (Maginulf), 
Theodoric, Victor IV (Octavian) 

Popolani, or plebeians, rise of, in Italian 
cities, 218 sqq. 

Poppo, patriarch of Aquileia, 18 
Poppo, archbishop of Treves, and election of 
Bruno to Toul, 24 

Poppo, bishop of Brixen, see Damasus II, 
Pope 

Poppo, bishop of Metz, 92 
Poppo, abbot of Stablo, 2 sq., 18 
Porphyry, 782 

Portugal, monasticism in, 677, 683; military 
orders in, 683 
Posen, 351 

Posidonius, the Stoic, 790 
Pothier, his JPandectae Jmtinianeae in novum 
ordineniredactae, 752 
Powys, Welsh district, 525, 530 
Prague, bishopric at, 4; 113 note, 352 
Praxedis (Adelaide), marries Henry IV, 145 ; 
her charges against him, 94, 146 ; her end, 
146 

Prdaux, monastery of, 491 
Premonstratensian Order, the, 680 sq.; their 
missionary work in Brandenburg, 343 ; in 
Pomerania, 400; 553 
Prcmontre, monastery, 680 
Pressburg, fortress in Hungary, 352 
Preston Bisset, 580 

Pribislav of Brandenburg, see Plotislav 
Pribislav, Wendish prince, 344 
Pribislav, son of Nielot, his wars with Henry 
the Lion, 398 

Proclus, 785; translated by William of 
Moerbeke, 814, 820 

Provence, communes in, 627, 650; count of, 
627, 629, 645; house of Zahringen and, 
384, 390 

Provins, receives a charter, 639 
Prudentius of Troyes, and private churches, 8 
Prudhoe, castle of, 570 sq. 


Prussia, East, Teutonic Order in, 332 sq. 
Pudicus, bishop of Nantes, 26 sq. 

Puiset, Le, castle and family, 593 sqq., 620 
Puiset, Hugh de, count of Bar, 570 
Puiset, Hugh, bishop of Durham, rebels, 
568, 570 

Puiset, Hugh, lord of Le, 594 sqq., 602 
Pulsano, the Order of, 688 
Pyrenees, valley communes of the, 630, 651 
sq., 654 sqq.; southern boundary of Henry 
II, 551, 554 

Qairawan, capital of Barbary, 258; limit of 
Boger IPs conquests in Africa, 190 
Qala'un, Mamliik Sultan of Egypt, makes 
truce with Christians, 317; captures 
Markab, 317; and Tripolis, ib. 

Qarlu, Turkish leader, 262 note 
Qarmatian sect of Shi'ites, 244 sqq.; their 
hostility to Abbaaid Caliphs, 244; seize 
the Black Stone, ib.; defeated by Muktafi, 
245; rivalry with Fatimites, 248 sq.; 
schism among, 248 ’ _ 

Qasim-ad-Daulah Aq-sonqor, see Aq-sonqor 
Qassam, emir of Damascus, 249 
Qilij -Arslan I, Da’ud, Sultan of Rum, de- 
feats crusaders at Cibotus, 276; 279; 
defeated by crusaders at Dorylaeum, 286 
sq.; his defeat at Antioch, 293 note 
Qilij-Arslan II, Sultan of Bum, and the 
Third Crusade, 412 
Qinnasrin, battle of, 245 
Quadripartitus, legal tract, 535 
Quadrivium, the, 765 

Quedlinburg, Henry the Proud dies at, 347 ; 

synod at (1095), 87, 143, 145; 150, 159 
Quintisext in Trullo, Council, 11, 708- 
Qutuz, Mamliik Sultan of Egypt, defeats 
the Tartars, 317 

Babanus Maurus, archbishop of Mayence, 
778 sq., 784 

Radewin, Elorens, and the congregation of 
Windesheim, 694 
Radnor, 525 

Radulphus Ardens, his philosophy, 801 
Rafaniyah, 252, 257, 261 sq. 

Rafred, abbot of Farfa, 5 
Rahabah, 259, 263 

Rainald of Dassel, archbishop of Cologne, 
chancellor, 393, 396, 407 ; diplomatic 
activity, 396 sq., 619; feud with count- 
palatine, 388; in the quarrel over bencjicia, 
390, 392, 425; on mission in Italy, 426, 
428, 437; secures election of anti-Pope 
Paschal III, 394, 438 ; leads force against 
Rome, 440; death of, 392, 396, 401, 442 
Rainald, count of Burgundy (Fmnche Comtd), 
opposed by Lotbar III, 387; death of, 389 
Rainald, bishop of Como, asked by Gregory 
VII for aid, 59 
Rainer, see Paschal II, Pope 
Rainulf, countof Aversa, Norman adventurer, 
169; his character and policy, 169 sq.; 
deserts Sergius IV, and joins Guaimar V, 
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170; aids Argyrus to revolt, 171 ; his death . 
171 

Rainulf II Trincanocte, count of A versa, 172 
Rainulf, count of Alife, .rebels against Roger 
II, 186; made duke of Apulia by Lothar, 
187, 367 sq. 

Ralf of Briquessart, vicomte of the Bessin, 
headsxevoltagainstWilliamof Normandy, 
493 

Ralf of Guader, earl of East Anglia, rebels 
against William I, 518 
Ralf the S taller, joins William I, 502; 508; 

his fiefs, 511 
Ralf de Wacy, 493 
Ralph, bishop of Bethlehem, 313 
Ralph, count of Vermandois, 596; dispute 
over his second marriage, 605 sq.; made 
seneschal, 622 
Ralph of Beaugency, 597 
Ralph of Caen, chronicler, cited, 288 note 
Ralph, monk of Clairvaux, preaches crusade 
against the Jews, 353 

Ralph de Diceto, chronicler, on the Justiciar, 
577 

Ralph Paganel, see Paganel 
Ralph of Soissons, husband of Alice, Queen 
of Cyprus, made bailiff of the kingdom of 
Jerusalem, 315 

Ramlah, battles at, 248 ; captured by Turks, 
262; occupied by crusaders, 295 
Ramsey, 549; abbey of, 552, 663, 684, 691 
Raniero of Forli, the jurist, 740 
Ranulf, earl of Chester, claims on Cumber- 
land, 543; 544; rebels against Stephen, 
546 sqq.; favours Henry II, 449, 551; 
death of, 555; 556 

Ranulf Flambard, bishop of Durham, made 
treasurer by William II, 522 sq.; his ex- 
actions, 525; arrested by Henry I, 528; 
persuades Robert to invade England, 529; 
restored to Durham, 537 ; Ms buildings at 
Durham, 553 

Ranulf de Broe, excommunicated by Becket, 
563; besieged, 569 
Raqqah, on the Euphrates, 250 sq. 

Ratchis, King of the Lombards, and Lombard 
law, 730 sq. 

Hath, the, beginnings of, 400 note 
Rath erius, bishop of Verona and Li&ge, his 
life, 2 sq.; tries to enforce celibacy, 2, 12; 
schools and, 777 ; deposed, 214 
Eatisbon, 4; disturbances at, 149 ; diet of 
(1110), 155 sq.; Lothar III holds diet at 
(1126) , 336 ; diet of (1138), Conrad III 
and Henry the Proud at, 346 ; besieged by 
Henry Jasomirgott, 352; diet of (1156), 
creates duchy of Austria, 383, 385 sq.; 
diet of (1180), 405 ; 145, 150, 340, 353, 392, 
402, 411 

Ratramnus, on the Eucharist, 791 
Ratzburg, bishopric of, 356, 399 
Ravenna, synod of (1014), 16; Victor II 
buried at, 32; early organisation of city 
government in, 209 sq. ; enemy of Venice, 
230; takes oath of fealty to Frederick I, 


426 ; Markward made duke of, 472; law- 
schools at, 734 sq.; 22, 34, 662, 667 
Raymond IV of Saint Giiles, count of 
Toulouse, seeks alliance of Roger I of 
Sicily, 183; joins the First Crusade, 272 
sq.; his position among the leaders, 274; 
at Constantinople, 283 ; relations with 
Alexius, 283 sqq.; before Antioch,289 sqq.; 
his support of Alexius, 294 sq.; marches 
on Jerusalem, 295; share in its capture, 
296 ; refuses princedom of Jerusalem, 296 ; 
Ms jealousy of Godfrey, 300 ; his death, 302 
Raymond V, count of Toulouse, and Henry 
II, 612, 614 

Raymond of Poitou, prince of Antioch, 302, 
307 

Raymond ni, count of Tripolis, guardian of 
Baldwin IV and Baldwin V, 309; relations 
with Guy de Lusignan, 310; death of, 
310,313 

Raymond IV, count of Tripolis, resigns 
county to Bohemond IV of Antioch, 313 
Raymond, archbishop of Toledo, his transla- 
tions from Arabic, 811 
Raymond-Berengar I, count of Barcelona, 
his feudal code, 729 note 
Raymond-Berengar III, count of Barcelona, 
his agreement with Roger II, 185 
Raymond du Puy, grand-master of the 
Hospitallers, 306 

Raymond of Agiles, Provencal chronicler, on 
First Crusade, 284 note] on numbers of 
crusaders, 297 sq. 

Raynald of Bag6, appeals to Louis VII, 616 
Raynard, abbot of Citeaux, 674 
Reading, abbey of, 564 
Realism, and Nominalism, 794 sq. 

Recared, Visigothic King, laws of, 726 
Receswinth, Visigothic King, and Visigothic 
law, 726 

Rector, personates Michael VII, 181 
Redvers, Baldwin de, earl of Devon, rebels, 
543 ; made earl by Matilda, 547 ; 580 
Redvers, Richard de, given barony, 586 
Regalia, definition of, 117 sq.; in Rome, 
429 sq.; in Lombardy, 427 
Reggio, a rival of Parma, Cremona, and 
Modena, 230 

Reggio, in Calabria, 173 sqq. 

Reginald of Chatillon, marries Constance of 
Antioch, 308; supports Guy of Lusignan, 

. 309; his breach of truce with Saladin, 310 
Reginald, earl of Cornwall, half-brother of 
Matilda, made earl, 547 ? adviser of Henry 
II, 555, 559, 568 sqq. ; supports Henry 11,569 
Reginhard, bishop of Li&ge, 17 
Reichenhall, salt mines of, 400 
Reiner of Waxham, 578 
Beinhard, bishop of Halberstadt, his sub- 
mission to Henry V, 159 
Rexniremont, nunnery, 671 
R6my, St, miracle by, 25 
R4my, Philip de, see Beaumanoir 
Rennes, count of, see Alan 
Reun, Cistercian abbey, 676 
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Rheims, council of (Oct. 1049), 25 sqq., 30, 
46, 494 ; synod at (1119), 106, 603; council 
at (1148), 550; 604; commune of, 631 sq., 
634, 638; archbishop of, made primate of 
Belgica Seeunda, 89 sq.; 32, 87, 466 
Eheinfelden, house of, end of, 146; see 
Berthold, Rudolf, anti-king 
Rhine, river, 69, 115, 136, 149, 382, 407; 
Rhine district, 52, 119, 131, 139, 148, 151, 
157 sq., 339, 459; Rhine towns, 120, 123, 
132, 139, 150 sq.; counts- palatine of, see 
Conrad, Godfrey, Henry, Herman, Siegfried 
Rhone, river, 614, 616, 664 
Rhuddlan, castle of, 537 ; 525 
Rhys ap Gruffydd, prince of Deheubarfch, 
and Henry II, 556 sq. 

Rhys ap Tewdwr, prince of Deheubarth, and 
William II, 525 

Richard I, Ring of England, 408 ; relations 
with Tanered, 201, 462; as duke of 
Aquitaine, 567, 613 ; rebels, 567, 569, 572, 
614 ; in the Third Crusade, 310 sqq., 462 ; 
supports Henry the Lion, 465; captured 
by Leopold of Austria, and handed over 
to Henry VI, 467 ; negotiations for his 
release, 467 sq.; released, 468 sq. ; enfeoffed 
with the kingdom of Arles, 469, 472 ; 575 
RichardI, duke of Normandy, 483 ; condition 
of Normandy under, 484 ; 487 
Richard II, duke of Normandy, 169; his 
rule, 484 sqq.; founds monasteries, 484; 
death of, 490 

Richard HI, duke of Normandy, 490 
RichardI, count of Aversa, prince of Capua, 
captures Benedict X, 36; his conquests, 
173 ; invested with Capua by Nicholas II, 
175; protects Alexander II, 43, 178; 
ravages Campania, 45, 178; relations 
with Gregory Vn, 76 sq., 178 sqq.; and 
Desiderius (Victor HI), 86; death of, 77, 
180; 181 

Richard II, prince of Capua, acknowledges 
suzerainty of Roger Borsa, 183 
Richard, earl of Cornwall, in Syria, 315 
Richard, archbishop of Canterbury, 568 
Richard, archbishop of Narbonne, as abbot 
of Marseilles and papal legate, attacks 
Victor HI, 87; created archbishop, 88 
Richard of Ilchester, bishop of Winchester, 
558; excommunicated by Beeket, 563; 
made bishop, 568 

Richard, abbot of St Vannes, 2 sq., 10, 20; 

and Robert I of Normandy, 491 
Richard, count of Acerra, leads Norman 
army against Byzantium, 199; supports 
Tanered, 201 ; defeats German army, 462; 
fights against Henry VI, 464 ; death of, 479 
Richard of Aquila, count of Eondi, revolts 
against William I, 195 
Richard of Clare, see Clare, Richard of 
Richard, count of Molise, one of Council of 
Ten in Sicily, 197 

Richard, son of Robert, count of Evreux, 487 
Richard of Ajelio, succeeds his father as 
chancellor of Sicily, 470 


Richard of Anesty, his law-suit, 588 
Richard Eilangieri, bailiff of Frederick II in 
Palestine, 303, 315 

Richard Eitz N igel, treasurer, writes Dialogus 
de Scaccario, 573 sq.; 579 
Richard the Kaid, one of Council of Ten in 
Sicily, 197 

Richard of San Germano, chronicler, 200 
note 

Richenza, daughter of Henry the Eat, heiress 
to Brunswick and Nordheim, 152 sq., 334 ; 
marries Lothar of Supplinburg, ib.; in- 
tervenes to reconcile Frederick of Swabia 
and Lothar HI, 340 ; crowned by Innocent 
H at Lidge, 364 ; accompanies Lothar 
across Alps, 364; crowned in the Lateran, 
365; attends coronation of Conrad III, 
346 ; aids Henry the Proud in Saxony, 
347; guardian of Henry the Lion, 348; 
death of , 349 

Richer, archbishop of Sens, protests against 
primacy of Lyons, 89 
Richer of L’Aigle, 536 
Richmond, honour of, 522; earldom, 586; 
see Alan, Conan 

Ridel, Geoffrey, bishop of Ely, 568, 579 
Ridwan, Eakhr-al-muluk, emir of Aleppo, 
264, 293 

Rieti, 5, 198, 457, 462 
Rievaulx, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Rigaud, Eudes, archbishop of Rouen, his 
Regestrum Visitaticmim, 685, 687 
Rigomer, St, 771 

Rimo, abbot of Earfa, poisoned at Rome, 5 
Ripen, 386 

Ripon, church of St Wilfrid at, 544 
Ris, monastery, 664 

Robert I, duke of Normandy, his rule, 490 
sqq.; goes on pilgrimage to Jerusalem, 
491 sq.; death of, 492 

Robert II Curtbose, duke of Normandy, 
Maine claimed for, 495, 517; relations 
with William I, 518 sq.; bequeathed 
Normandy by William I, 520; relations 
with William Rufus, 521 sqq.; pawns 
Normandy to William Rufus, 527; in 
the First Crusade, 274, 282 ; 527 ; reaches 
Constantinople, 283 ; at Nicaea, 285 ; at 
Dorylaeum, 286; at Antioch, 290; marches 
on Jerusalem, 295; his position on the 
death of William II, 528; returns to 
Normandy, 529; invades England, ib.; 
attacked by Henry I, 530; defeated at 
Tinchebrai and imprisoned, 531, 601; 
Louis VI on the imprisonment of, 603 
Robert Guiscard, duke of Apulia, son of 
. Tanered de Hauteville, 65, 170, 493; 
his character and policy, 172; count of 
Apulia, 173 sq.; does fealty to Nicholas II, 
175; recognised as duke of Apulia, ibr, 
expedition to Sicily, 176 sqq.; drives out 
Byzantines, 176; quarrels with Roger, 
177 ;• his division of Sicily, 177 sq.; inter- 
necine Norman wars, 178 sqq.; relations 
with Gregory VII, 54, 76 sq., 79, 178 sqq.; 
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reconciliation with. Richard of Capua, and 
attack on Benevento, 77, 86, 179; renewed 
revolt in Apulia, 180 sq. ; treaty of Ceprano 
with Pope, 77, 180 sq.; his Eastern ambi- 
tions, xiv, 77, 181 ; his attack on Byzan- 
tium, 181 sq.; sack of Rome by, 79, 182; 
death of, 86, 89, 182 

Robert, prince of Capua, aids Honorius II, 
185, 362 ; submits to Roger II, 185 ; rebels, 
186; flees to Byzantium, 187; restored, 
192; flees from William I, 192 
Robert de Courpon, 314; papal legate, pro- 
hibits Aristotle in Paris, 818 
Robert, abbot of Jumieges, becomes bishop 
of London, 493 

Robert, abbot of Molesme, founds Cfteaux, 

672 

Robert, abbot of Reiehenau, deposed for 
simony, 125 

Robert of Belleme, earl of Shrewsbury, 
supports Robert of Normandy, 522 sq.; 
rebels against Henry I and is banished, 
529 sq.; submits in Normandy, 531 ; 542; 
his imprisonment, 603 
Robert of Caen, see Gloucester, earl of 
Robert of Commines , earl of Bernicia, 503 sq. 
Robert, count of Dreux, attempts to rebel 
against Louis VII, 608 
Robert, count of Evreux, son of Richard I 
of Normandy, 487, 492 
Robert I, the Frisian, count of Flanders, 
135, 599 ; leads pilgrimage to Jerusalem, 
269; helps Alexius against Turks, 270, 
272 

Robert II, count of Flanders, relations with 
Henry IV, 148; expedition of Henry V 
against, 155 ; and First Crusade, 274, 282; 
reaches Constantinople, 283; 289 sq., 295 
Robert, count of Loritello, 178; his conquests 
recognised by Pope, 180 
Robert, count of Loritello, revolts against 
William I of Sicily, 192; revolts again, 
195 

Robert, count of Mortain, half-brother of 
William I, 496, 506, 508, 521 
Robert of Bampton, 543 
Robert Crispin, Norman adventurer, 181 
Robert of Montescaglioso, rebels against 
Guiseard, 180 

Robert of Poitou, lord of Lancaster, banished 
by Henry I, 530 
Robert of Rhuddlan, 525 
Robert, son of Winmare, favours William I, 
v 502; 508 

Robert of Arbrissel, an anchorite, 670; 
founds Fontevrault, 671; founds Cadouin, 

673 

Robert of Cricklade , abridges Pliny’ s Natural 
History, 553 

Robert the monk, his report of Urban IPs 
speech at Clermont, 265 : 

Robert, monk, cousin of St Bernard, 606 
Roohef ort-en-Iveline, castle of, 593, 596 sq., 
612, 620 

Rochester, 511, 521, 525, 558, 567 


Rockingham, William II holds a council at, 
526 

Rodolf, Norman adventurer, 169 
Rodulf Glaber, chronicler, on Benedict IX, 17 
Roeskilde, German settlers at, driven out by 
Magnus, 344 

Roffredus of Benevento, glossator, 737 
Roger Borsa, duke of Apulia, succeeds his 
father Guiseard, 86, 182; weakness of his 
rule, 182 sq., 185; invested by Urban II, 
90'; death of, 101 note 
Roger I, count of Sicily, son of Tancred de 
Hauteville, 170; comes to Italy and helps 
Guiseard, 173; quarrels with Guiseard, 
173 sq., 177; plays chief part in conquest 
of Sicily, 176 sqq.; aids Roger of Apulia, 
183 ; his settlement of Sicily, ib.; privileges 
obtained from Urban II, 90,105, 184; and 
Paschal II, 105; 95 

Roger II, King of Sicily, his debt to Roger I, 
184; succeeds as count, 184 ; seizes Apulia, 
185, 362 ; his administration, 185 sq. ; and 
monasticism, 688; crowned king, 186; his 
enemies, ib.; rebellion against, 186 sq.; 
wars with Lothar III, 187, 345, 364 sqq.; 
relations with Papacy, 187 sq., 377; with 
Conrad III, 188, 350, 353, 356; attack on 
Eastern Empire, 188 sq.; his projected 
league against Byzantium, 189, 375; his 
conquests in Africa, 189 sq.; and the 
Second Crusade, 374 sq.; his death, 190; 
character of his kingdom, ib., 204 sqq. 
Roger III of Sicily, son of Tancred of Sicily, 
marriage with Irene, 202, 478 ; predeceases 
Tancred, 202, 470 

Roger, eldest son of Roger II, 185, 201, 
461 

Roger, eldest son of William I of Sicily, 195 ; 
his death, 197 

Roger Fitz-Richard, prince of Antiooh, 301 
sq. 

Roger de Pont l’Ev^que, archbishop of York, 
and Henry II, 559 ; and Becket, 563 ; sup- 
ports Henry II, 571 

Roger, bishop of Salisbury, organises the 
exchequer, 533 sq.; and itinerant justices, 
534 ; arrested by Stephen, 545 ; his death, 
ib. 

Roger, earl, of Hereford, rebels against 
William I, 518 

Roger, earl of Hereford, and Henry II, 555 
Roger of Montgomery, earl of Shrewsbury, 
founds monasteries, 497; his fiefs in 
England, 511, 524; erects castles, 512; 
his Welsh conquests, 525 
Roger, count of Acerra, revolts against 
William 1, 195 

Roger, count of Andria, 448; a candidate 
for the throne of Sicily, 201, 461; revolts 
againsf Tancred, 462; his death, 462 
Roger, count of Geraci, one of Council of 
Ten in Sicily, 197 

Roger de Toeni, founds monastery at Conches, 
493 

Roger of Howden, chronicler, on Henry II ’s 
63 
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position in Stephen’s reign, 554; on 
Gianville’s treatise, 578 sq. 

Boland of Parma, sent by Henry IV to deliver 
sentence of deposition to Gregory VII, 
66 sq. 

Boland Bandinelli, see Alexander III, Pope 
Bollo, duke of Normandy, 483 
Bomainmotier, monastery of, 664 
Bomanus HI, Eastern Emperor, his attack 
on Aleppo, 256 sq. 

Bomanus IV Diogenes, Eastern Emperor, 
176, 261 

Bomanus, senator of Borne, see John XIX, 
Pope 

Bomanus, Consul, Roman noble, 17 
Borne , passim ; need for reform of Church at, 
14; held by Guibert on Urban H’s acces- 
sion, 90; sack of, by Guiscard, 79, 182; 
early organisation of city government in, 
209 sq. ; the Senate in commune of, 234 ; 
communal rising at, 368 sqq.; letter to 
Conrad III, 370, 380; Arnold of Brescia 
at, 371 sqq.; sends envoys to Frederick I, 
430 ; fighting at, on coronation of Frederick 
1,421; 496, 526, 531 sq., 659, 562, 605; 
law-schools at, 738 sq.; Ecumenical 
Councils at, see Lateran ; other councils 
and synods at:— (826), 8; (1047), 22 sq.; 
(1049), 25; (1050), 25, 27 sq., 30; (1051), 
25, 28; (1053), 25, 28; (1059), 13 note, 
36 sqq., 42, 46, 51 sq., 110, 114; (1060), 
38; (1063), 46; (1073), 4, 49; (1074), 61, 
77; (1075), 62 sqq., 77, 81; (1076), 55, 
66 sq., 135; (1078), 73, 77, 180; (1079), 
55, 73 sq.; (1080), 74, 141; (1081), 77; 
(1083), 78 sq., 87; (1099), 95, 531; (1102), 
99; (1110), 101; (1112), 103; (1116), 103 
Romsey minster, 553 

Romuald, archbishop of Salerno, one of 
Council of Ten in Sicily, 197; 448 
Romuald of Ravenna, 1; founder of the Order 
of Camaldoli, 667 

Roncaglia, Lothar III holds diet at, 364; 
Frederick I holds diet at (1154), 415, 417; 
diet of (1158), 117 note, 383, 427 
Bonqal, 655 

Ronceray, nunnery at, 671 
Bosate, destroyed by Frederick I, 417 
Roscelin, his contest with Anselm, 794 sqq, 
Bossano, 1 ; Otto II defeated by Muslims at, 
266 

Rothari, King of the Lombards, and Lombard 
law, 211 ; 723, 730 sq. 

Botrou, archbishop of Rouen, 563 sq,; sent 
by Henry II to negotiate with Louis VII, 

: 614 

Rouen, 483, 486 sq., 494, 519 sq., 523, 531, 
541 sq., 551, 571, 601, 614; commune of, 
626 sq., 631, 647; trade of, 644; province 
of, placed under primacy of Lyor^s, 83 sq.; 
diocese, of, 491; cathedral, 491; arch- 
bishop of, 550 

Round, J. II., on Freeman’s view of the 
battle of Hastings , 501 note ; on the Grand 
Assize, 587 


Roussel de Bailleul, 181; aspires to throne 
of Byzantium, 171 

Roussillon, communes in, 627, 640, 643 
Rouvres, commune, 630 
Roxburgh, castle of , 571 
Rudolf of Rheinfelden, duke of Swabia, 
anti-king, 58; made duke, 113; his two 
marriages, ib.; at battle on the Unstrut, 
133; his change of attitude, 134 sq.; 
elected king, 71, 117, 138 ; crowned at 
Mayenee, 139; forced to abandon Mayence, 
120, 139; his position in 1078, 140; 
Gregory VII and, 59, 71 sq., 74, 140; 
appoints bishops, 141 ; defeats Henry IV 
at Hohen-Molsen, 141 ; death of, 76, 142 ; 
75,78, 118,126,129,146 
Rudolf, margrave of the North Mark, forced 
to submit to Henry V, 157 
Rudolf, count of Stade, inheritance of, 356, 
401 

Rudolf of Wied, his claim to arohbishopric 
of TiAves, 408, 456 
Rufinus, the canonist, 742 
Rug8n, 345, 387 

Russia, put under papal protection by Dmitri, 
85; 146 

Rusteburg, Albert the Bear seeks shelter at, 

■ v -347 

Ruthard, archbishop of Mayence, letter of 
Paschal H to, 100; joins in massacre of 
Jews, 147 sq.; refuses to submit to Henry 
IV, 148; supports revolt of Henry V, 150; 
158 

Rutland, 504, 582 
Ruysbroek, Jan, the mystic, 694 

Sabbato, river, Roger II defeated at, 186 
Sabina, 14, 180 

Sabiq, Mirdasite emir of Aleppo, 261 sqq. 
Sachsenspiegel, the, 753 sq. 

Sa‘d-ad-DauIah, Abu’l-ma'ali, Hamdanid 
emir at Aleppo, 250 sq. 
gafitha, castle, 257 
Sahyun, 249, 312 

Sa‘!d-ad-Daulah , Hamdanid emir of Aleppo , 
y 251 sqq. ■ 

Sa'Id Lbn Husain, leader of Isma'Ilians, 244; 

and foundation of Fatimite Caliphs, ib. 
Saif-ad-Daulah ‘All, Hamdanid ruler of 
Diyarbakf, seizes Aleppo, 245 ; war with 
Iknshld and with Kafur, ib . ; war with 
Greek Empire, 276 ; brilliance of his court, 

. 246; his death, 246, 250 
St Alban’s abbey, 684, 690, 692 
Saint Antoine, canons of, 683 
St Asaph, see of, 553 
St Augustine’s abbey at Canterbury, 684 
Saint-Bbnigne of Dijon, abbey of, 484, 659 
St Botolph, Colchester, Austin canons of, 
679, 684 

Saint-C<tneri, castle, 488 
Saint-Clair-sur-Epte, treaty of, 483 
St David’s, William I at, 525; Norman 
bishop of, 535 

Saint-Denis, monastery of, 659 sq. 
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St Dizier, commune, 645 
St Donatian, church at Bruges, 598 sq. 

St Edmund’s abbey at Bury, 684 ; see Bury 
St Edmunds 

St Emmeram, monastery at Batisbon, 663 
St Evre, monastery at Toul, 663 
Saint-Evroult, monastery of, 488, 497 
St Gall, abbey of, 661 _ : 

Sainte-Genevi^ve, monastery at Paris, 620 
St Gilles, monastery, 680 
St Guilhem-du-Desert, monastery, 659 
St James of Compostella, shrine, 604 
Saint-Jean-de-Laon, monastery, 595 
Saint-Jean-de-Losne, 436 ; Louis VII at, 
617 sqq. 

St Martin, monastery at S6ez, 497 
St Martin-des-Champs, monastery, 664 
St Martin of Laon, canons of, 680 
St Martin of Tours, shrine of, 661 
St Mary’s at York, monastery, 666, 677, 685, 
690 

Saint-Maur, abbey, 661 ; the congregation of, 
696 

St Maur-des-Fosses, monastery, 662 
St Maximin, abbey of, given to Adalbero of 
Trkves, 347; monks resent action of 
Conrad III, 350 sq.; Innocent II and, ib. 

St Michael of Antwerp, Premonstratensian 
abbey, 680 

St Omer, gild at, 637 ; 599 sq. 

Saint-Ouen, monastery of, 486, 491; in- 
junctions to, 686 

St Paul’s without the walls, at Borne, 662 
St Pierre of Ghent, monastery, 663 
Saint-Pierre-sur-Dives, monastery at, 493 
St Quentin, commune of, 626, 631 sq., 649; 
dean of, 484 

Saint-Buf, monastery, 415, 679 

St Samson and St Avitus, at Orleans, 620 

St Saturnin, monastery, 664 

St Seine, monastery, 659 

St Seine-1’ Abbaye, village, 630 

St Simeon, port of Antioch, 289, 291 

Ste Suzanne, 517 sq. 

Saint-Valery, Norman army at, 499 
St Vannes, abbey of, 2, 491 
St Victor, monastery at Geneva, 664 

St Victor, monastery at Marseilles, 661 

St Victor , monastery at Paris, 679, 69 6, 800, 804 

St Vigor, abbey, foundation of, 491 
Saint-Wandrille, abbey, revived by Mamard, 
484 ; receives an ‘ ‘ alod ’ ’ from Bichard II, 
487, 491 . ■ . , 

Sajur, river, boundary between Greeks and 
Muslims, 247 

Saladin, Sultan, rules Egypt for Nur-ad- 
Din, 308 sq.; displaces Salih, son of Nur- 
ad-Dln, 309; and the Third Crusade, 
310 sq., 409 sqq.; character of, 312; death 

of, ib., 479 
Saladin Tithe, 324 

Salamiyah, headquarters of ‘Abdallah ion 
. Maimun, 244 , . 

galef , Cilician river, Frederick I drowned in, 
412 


Salerno, Normans and, Chap, iv passim ; 

Leo IX holds Council at, 25, 27 ; last days 
and death of Gregory VII at, 79 sq. ; 
Lothar III fails to capture, 367 ; William I 
of Sicily and, 196 ; the Empress Constance 
captured at, 464; captured and sacked, 

470 sq., 203; 76, 186 sq., 462, 491, 668 ; 
princes of, see Gisulf, Guaimav 
Salianline, extinction of, 165; inherit ance 
of, 335 sq.; see also Conrad II, Henry III, 

IV, V 

Salih ibn Mirdas, founds Mirdasite dynasty 
at "Aleppo, 255 

Salih, son of Nur-ad-Din, displaced by 
" Saladin, 309 , , rAA 

Salisbury, 483, 504, 511; oath of, o20; 
merchant gild at, 538; bishop of, 564; 
earl of, 314; Patrick, earl of, 580; see also 
William Longesp6e 

Salomo, King of Hungary, son of Andrew 
of Hungary, 85, 113; marriage with Judith, 
113; temporarily restored, 115; expelled 
by his cousin G6za, 133 ; 130 
Saltwood, 558 

Saluzzo, marquesses of, foes of Asti, 22y _ 
Salzburg, opposition to Frederick I m 
province of, 395 ; 400 

Samson, archbishop of Bhenns, and the 
commune, 634 
Sancerre, count of, 614 
Sandwich, 538 

San Frediano, at Lucca, canons of, oio 
San Germano, 464 

San Gervasio, early commune at, 225 
San Giorgio in Alga, monas tery , 9 

San Marco, Bobert Guiscard at, 172 _ 

San Michele, at Murano, congregation of, 
667 

San Quirico, Frederick I at, 418 

Sant’ Andrea, monastery, 5 

Sant’ Apollinare in Classe, monastery, 667 

Santa Giustina, abbey of, 693 

Santa Maria dei Campi, abbey, 692 
Santiago, Order of, 333 . 

Santi Vincenzo ed Anastagio, Cistercian 
monastery, 370, 677 
Santo Spirito, hospital at Borne, b7.4 
Sadne, river, 397, 617 
Saphadin, see ‘Adil , ''/tV' ' 

Saracens, in South Italy and Sicily, Chap, iv ; 
in Syria, Chap, vi; seize monastery of 
Farfa, 5, 658, 661 ; revolt m Sicily (1190), 
462: 85, 226, 266 -h 

Sardinia, Gregory VII claims full authority 
over, 85 ; claimed by Alexander HI, 429 , 

occupied by Muslims, but reconquered, 226, 

266: Pisa and Genoa in, 226 sq., 437 sq.; 
Frederick I and, 437 ; 56, 677 
Sarlo, son of Tanored de Hauteville, 170 
Sarthe, river, 488, 495, 517 
Saulieu, 672 

Sauxillanges, monastery, 664 
Savarie, bishop of Bath, and the release of 
Bichard I, 468 sq. 
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Savigny, congregation of, 670; united to 
tire Cistex-cian Order, 677 sq. ; 541, 553 
Saviour, Order of the, 694 
Savona, city of, agreement with Roger II, 
185 ; grant of Henry II to, 217, 223 
Savoy, counts of, 69 ; see also Humbert III 
Saxony, supports Gregory VII, 54, 59, 61; 
Agnes the regent and, 114 ; 115 sq., 118, 
122, 125 sq.; its peculiar position, 127; 
Henry IY and, 68, 127 sqq.; great revolt 
in 1073 of, 60, 130 sqq.; peace with Henry 
at Gerstungen, 132; Henry IV’s victory 
in, 133 sqq., 62, 64; renewed revolt of, 
185 sqq.; kingdom of Rudolf confined to, 
139 sq.; opposition to Henry in, 78, 90, 
141 sqq.; end of revolt against Henry IV, 
144 sqq.; 150 ; Welf power in, foundations 
of, 152 sqq.; revolt of, against Henry V, 
157 sqq., 104; under duke Lothar, 164, 
166, 334; Conrad III bestows it on Albert 
the Bear, 346; rebellion in, 346 sqq.; 
crusade against the Wends, 354; rule of 
Henry the Lion in, 356 sqq., 401 sqq.; 
Frederick I breaks up the duchy, 405 ; 
granted to Bernard of Anhalt, ib. ; con* 
tinued fighting in, 465 sq.; 336, 340, 460; 
dukes of, see Albert, Bernard, Henry, 
Lothar, Magnus, Ordulf; count-palatine 
of, see Frederick 
Soalea, Roger I at, 173 
Scandinavia, missionary work of Adalbert 
in, 114; its failure, 116; archbishopric of 
Lund created for, 356; see also Denmark, 
Norway, Sweden 
Scarborough, castle, 555 
Schleswig, duchy, 344; duke of, see Canute ; 

see also Denmark 
Schleswig, town, 386 

Schlumberger, Gustav, on Greek invasion 
of Syria, 250 note 
Scholasticism, meaning of, 793 
Schools, medieval, Chap, xxn; schools of 
rhetoric, 765 sq.; the monastic schools, 
767, 772; episcopal schools, 768 sqq.; 
Charlemagne’s palace school, 772 sq. ; 
post-Carolingian episcopal schools, 776 sq.; 
grammar schools, 779 note 
Schwerin, lake of, 356; fortress of, 397, 400; 

399 ; count of, see Guncelin 
Scotland, canonlawin, 75 6 note; monastioism 
in, 677 sq. ; William I and, 517 sq. ; 
William II and, 524 ; Henry I and, 529 ; 
Stephen and, 543 sqq.; Henry H and, 556, 
567 sqq. ; Kings of, see David, Donaldbane, 
Edgar, Malcolm, William 
Scribla, Robert Guiscard at, 172 
S4ez, monastery of St Martin at, 497; 541, 
609 

Segeberg, Lothar III builds fortress at, 344 ; 

taken by the Wends, 354; 460 
Segni, 414 

Seine, river, 491, 526, 536, 661 
Selby, abbey, decline of, 686 
Seligenstadt, synod of (1023), 9, 16; 411 
Seljuq Turks, enter Syria, 259; part played 


by them in Egypt, 259 sq.; conquer Syria, 
260 sqq.; decay of, after death of Malik 
Shah, 264; see also Turks 
Selsey, see of, 509, 516 
Selymbria, see Silivri 
Semlin (Malevilla), crusaders at, 275 
Sempringham, the Order of, 682; 553 
Senator, meaning of title at Rome, 369 note 
Senlis, commune of, 628 sq. , 649 
Sens, archbishopric of, Leo IX and freedom 
of election, 26 ; primacy of Lyons over, 83, 
89 ; Alexander III at, 619 ; archbishop of, 
564, 594; commune of, 649 
Seprio, county in Lombardy, 427 
Seres, in Macedonia, Normans at, 199 
Serfdom, in France, 641 sq. 

Sergius IY, Pope, 15; his alleged bull as to 
restoration of the Holy Sepulchre, 268 sq. 
Sergius IY, duke of Naples, calls in aid of 
Normans, 169 sq. ; his recognition of a 
commune, 216 

Servia, Illyrian town, occupied by Normans, 
182 

Severn, river, 525; valley of, 668 
Severus, bishop of Prague, 4 
Sfax, in Barbary, massacre of Christians at, 
194 

Shah-an-shah al-Af<Jal, see Afdal 
Shaizar (Caesarea on the Orontes), 252, 308 
Shams-al-muluk Duqaq, see Duqaq 
Sharaf-ad-Daulah Muslim, emir of Mosul, 
conflict with Tutush, 262 sq. 

Shawar, vizier of Egypt, and Nur-ad-Dln, 
308 

Shene, charterhouse, 692 
Sheriffs, under Henry II, 580 sqq. ; the 
“Inquest of Sheriffs, ’ ’ 581 sqq. 

Sherwood Forest, 577 

Shx‘ite party, the Isma'xlian and Qarmatiaa 
sects of, 243 sqq. 

Shlrkuh, uncle of Saladin, conqueror of 
Egypt, 308 

Shrewsbury, 530, 538, 545 
Shrewsbury, earldom of, created, 512, 524 sq. , 
530 ; earls, see Robert of Belleme, Roger of 
Montgomery 

Shropshire, 504, 529, 580 
Sibt ibn. al-Jauzi, Arab historian, 262 
Sibylla, second wife of Roger II of Sioily, 
191 note 

Sibylla, Queen of Sicily, wife of Tancred, 
regent, 202 sq.; her war with Henry VI, 
203, 470 sq. 

Sibylla, Queen of J erusalem , sister of Baldwin 
IV, 309 sq. 

Sic et Non, the, of Abelard, 799 sq. 

Sicard, bishop of Cremona, canonist, 742 
Sicily, Chap, i v passim; conquest of, 177 sq.; 
Urban II and, 90; final conquest of, by 
Roger I, 183 ; Roger II crowned king of, 
186; hostility of Western and Eastern 
Empires to new kingdom, ib.; position of 
kingdom on Roger’s death, 19Q sq,; king- 
dom of, its position in 1160, 195 ; English- 
men settle in, 198; kingdom of, adminis- 
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trative organisation of, 203 sq. ; feudalism 
introduced, 204 ; corruption of theocratic 
monarchy, 205; wealth of rulers, 206; 
644; encouragement of art in, ib.) 
monasticism in, 668; relations with Em- 
pire and Papacy, 362, 364 sqq., 370, 374 
sqq. , 416 sqq., 420 sqq., 427, 437, 439 sqq., 
444, 447 sqq., 452 sq. ; Henry 71 and, 
458 sq., 460 sqq., 469 sqq., 476, 479; 
493 ; counts and Kings of, see Henry VI, 
Roger, Simon, Tancred, William 
Sidon, 248, 255, 319; lordship of, 302 
Sidonius Apollinaris, 766 
Siegfried, archbishop of Mayenee* his ap- 
pointment and character, 114; wishes to 
resign his see, 45; and Gregory VII, 
60 sqq.; and Thuringian tithes, 131; at 
Council of Worms, 68; sentenced by 
Gregory VII, 67; submits to Gregory VII, 
73 ; crowns anti-king Rudolf at Mayenee, 
73, 139 ; expelled from Mayenee, 120, 139 ; 
joins cardinal Bernard in excommunica- 
tion of Henry IV, 140; death of, 142; 
157 note 

Siegfried, count-palatine of the Rhine, re- 
volts against Henry V, 157 ; death of, 159 
Siegfried of Gorze, and Henry Ill’s second 
marriage, 22 

Siena, election of Pope Nicholas II at, 35; 
geographical position of, 208; dispute 
over diocesan boundaries with Arezzo, 
212; consuls at, 220 sq.; financial officials 
at, 233; risings in, 458; rivalry with 
Florence, 228 ; annexation of, by Cosimo 
of Florence, 226 
Sigebod, bishop of Spires, 27 
Sigehard, count of Saarbriicken, father of 
archbishop Adalbert of Mayenee, 158 
Siger of Brabant, his De cmima intellectiva, 
821 sq. 

Sige win, archbishop of Cologne, proclaims 
Peace of God, 143; death of, 145 
Silebam, 571 

Silivri (Selymbria), sacked by crusaders, 
281 

Silvester, count of Mar sico, governor in 
Sicily, 196 

Silvestrines, Order of, 688 
Simon, count of Sicily, 184 
Simon de Sentliz, earl of Northampton, 
supports Henry II, 568, 571 
Simony, 9 sqq., 38, 41, 59, 61 sqq., 81, 
92 sq. 

Simplicius, translated by William of Moer- 
beke, 815 

Sinan ibn ‘TJlyan, Arab chief, 255 
Sinzig, 382 

Sion, Berthold IV of Zahringen made advo- 
catus of see of, 390 
Siponto, council at (1050), 25, 27 
Sirieius, Pope, and the first Decretal, 12, 
709, 711; and child lectors, 768 
Sitria, 667 

Sitt-al-mulk, sister of Hakim, regent in 
Egypt, 255 


Sixtus IV, Pope, 695 

Slavs, German penetration among, 165; 
attempts to convert, 114, 116, 333 ; see 
also Wends 
Snowdon, 525 

Sobgslav I, duke of Bohemia, brother of 
Vladislav I, and Lothar III, 336 sq.; 
supports Bela’s claim to Hungary, 345; 
does homage to Conrad III, 346, 351 sq. ; 
death of, 352 

Sobeslav II, duke of Bohemia, appointed by 
Frederick I, but removed, 389 
Soeinus, Bartholomew, jurist, 740 
Soeinus, Marian, jurist, 740 
Sofia, crusaders at, 276 
Soissonais, the, 649 

Soissons, serfdom at, 642; favourable geo- 
graphical position of, 643 ; influence of 
its charter, 649 ; count of, 607 ; 2, 680 
Solway Firth, boundary of England, 524 
Somerset, county, 503, 521, 544 sq.; earldom 
of, created by Matilda, 547; earl of, see 
Mohun 

Somme, river, 499 
Soracte, 5, 421 
Southampton, 571 
Southwark, 547 ; priory of, 563 
Southwell, 678 
Souvigny, 618 ; abbey, 664 
Sovana, birthplace of Gregory VII, 51 
Spain, Church in, relations with Gregory VII, 
85 ; abbot Richard of Marseilles legate in, 
88 ; archbishop of Toledo made primate 
in, 90 ; Urban II and, ib. ; Paschal II 
formerly legate in, 96; Umayyad dynasty 
in, 242; wars with the Muslims in, 267, 
611; translators from the Arabic in, 810 
sqq., 817; development of Roman and 
canon law in, 743 sqq.; Visigothie laws, 
744 sq. ; the Fuero Juzgo, 745 ; influence 
of Justinianean and canon law, 746 ; the 
Fuero Real, 747; las Partidas, ib.) 644, 
655 ; monasticism in, 676 sq., 695 sq. 
Spalding, 690 

Spinoza, and Adam of Lille, 810 
Spires, burial of Henry HI at, 31; charters 
granted to, 120, 157; devotion of citizens 
to Henry IV, 127, 151; Henry IV buried 
at, 151; 160; Henry V buried at, 165 ; 
persecution of Jews by crusaders at, 277; 
the centre of Hohenstaufen resistance to 
Lothar IH, 338 sq.; captured by Lothar, 
339; Lothar holds diet at (1136), 366 ; 
St Bernard preaches Second Crusade at, 
351, 355 ; 385; diet of (1178), 403 
Spoleto, city, Henry IV appoints bishop of, 
65; hostility to Perugia, 229; burned by 
Frederick I, 422 ; 36 

Spoleto, duchy of, Theobald duke of, 5; 
given to Victor II by Henry HI, 31; 
Normans and, 180 ; Welf VI duke of, 384; 
claimed by Alexander HI, 429 ; Conrad 
of Urslingen duke of, 472 
Stade, 401; captured by Philip of Cologne, 
406 ; enfeoffed to Henry the Lion, 460; 
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captured by Adolf III of Holstein, 465; 
count of, see Rudolf 
Stafford, borough, 504, 537 
Staffordshire, 504, 568, 582 
Stamford, borough, 538, 551 
Stamford Bridge, battle of, 499 sq. 

Standard, battle of the, 544 
Stephanus Tornacensis, see Etienne of 
Toumai 

Stephanus, an Eastern jurist, 717 
Stephen III, Pope, and papal elections, 86 
Stephen IV, Pope, and papal elections, 36 
Stephen IX, Pope (Frederick of Lorraine), 
abbot of Monte Cassino, 29 sqq. ; papacy 
of, 30, 32 sq. ; death of, 33, 35 ; 52, 114, 174 
Stephen of Blois, King of England, favoured 
by Henry I, 537; his fiefs, 537, 541; 
swears fealty to Matilda, 540; his claims 
to the throne, 541; crowned, 542; oppo- 
sition to, 543, 604; Scottish wars, 543 
sq. ; his failure in Normandy, 544 ; 
quarrels with, the Church, 545; civil war 
with Matilda, 545 sqq.; captured and 
released, 547 sq.; pause in the struggle, 
549 sq.; loses Normandy, 550, 607; 
Henry II’ s invasion, 551, 610; peace with 
Henry, 552, 610 ; dies, 552 ; character of 
his reign, 552 sq. 

Stephen I, St, King of Hungary, 85 
Stephen II, King of Hungary, death of, 345 
Stephen, cardinal, legate in France, 38, 46 
Stephen of Chartres, Patriarch of Jerusalem, 
318 

Stephen of Perehe, archbishop of Palermo, 
brief rule in Sicily, 197 
Stephen, St, founder of the Order of Grand- 
mont, 668 

Stephen, count of Blois, reaches Constanti- 
nople in First Crusade, 283 ; on strength 
Of crusaders’ army, 289 note-, his position 
as leader of First Crusade, 292 note; his 
alarmist report to Alexius I, 294 
Stephen of Obasine, 670 
Stettin, saved by bishop Adalbert, 355 
Stigand, archbishop of Canterbury, 501 sq.; 
taken to Normandy, 503; his sees and 
fiefs, 510 sq.; deposed, 516 
Stirling, castle of, 571 
Strasbourg, 336, 409 ; peace qf (1189), 459, 
463 .. 

Strongbow, Richard Fitz Gilbert de Clare, 
earl of Pembroke, conquers Leinster, 565 
Stuteville family, 568 
Stuteville, Roger de, 580 
Stuteville, William de, 571 
Styria, inarch of, created a duchy, 405 
Subiaoo, monastery, 685 
Suffolk, county, 507 sq., 568 
Sufis, philosophy of the, 816 
Suger, abbot of St Denis, on Hugh of Le 
Puiset, 594 ; Louis VI and, 597 sq.; 605, 
607; opposes Louis VII’s crusade, 608, 
378; regent, 608; his character and policy, 
622 sq.; 335, 684 

Suidger of Bamberg, see Clement II, Pope 


Sulaiman ibn Qutulmish, Seljiiq emir, 263 
Supplinburg, house of, failure of male line 
of, 153 sq.; see also Gebhard, Lotbar III 
Surrey, county, 582 

Surrey, earldom of, created by William 
Rufus, 529; 552; earls of, see Warenne, 
William of Blois 
Sus, in Barbary, 190 
Susa, in Piedmont, 442, 445 
Siissel, 354 

Sussex, oounty, 485, 497 sqq. ; no royal 
manors kept in, 509; 521, 525; Robert 
of Bell&me loses his barony in, 529 sq. ; 
564, 584 

Sussex, earldom of, created by Stephen, 
54S; earl of, see Albini ; sec also Arundel 
Sutri, synod of (1046), 21 ; synod of (1059), 
36; Guibert at, 96; Henry V confirms 
settlement with Paschal II at, 102 ; 
Frederick I and Hadrian IV meet near, 
418 sqq. ; bishop of, 473 
Svatopluk, duke of Bohemia, relations with 
Henry V, 165 

Svein II Estrithson, King of Denmark, his 
meeting with Henry IV, 130; his claims 
on England* 482 sq. ; invades England, but 
is forced to retire, 504 
Svein III, King of Denmark, and the Wends, 
355; his civil war with Canute, 386 sq.; 
his treachery and death, 887 
Swabia, Agnes appoints Rudolf as duke of, 
113; 118, 122, 133; position in, in 1077, 
139 ; Frederick of Hohenstaufen appointed 
duke of, 140 ; 141 sqq. ; supporters of Welf 
in, 144 sq.; 146 sq.; settlement of duchy, 
148 sq.; power of Hohenstaufen in, 163, 
166, 336; Lothar III and, 336 sqq., 340; 
defeat of Hohenstaufen, 340 sq. ; 128 note, 
358, 466; dukes of, see Berthold, Frede- 
rick, Otto, Philip, Rudolf; count-palatine 
of, see Hugh 

Sweden, Church in, relations with Gregory 
YII, 85 ; monasticism in, 677, 694 
Swine, nunnery, 681 sq. 

Switzerland, development of Roman and 
canon law in, 755 sq. 

Sykelgaita, sister of Gisulf, marries Robert 
Guiscard, 174 ; 182 

Sylva Candida, cardinal-bishop of, made 
bibliolhecarius, 18 
Sylvester I, Pope, 85 

Sylvester II, Pope (Gerbert of Aurillac), his 
philosophical works, 791; views on 
simony, 10 sq.; 3 

Sylvester III, anti-Pope, see John, bishop 
of Sabina 

Sylvester IV, anti-Pope, see Maginulf 
Syon, Brigitine monastery, 692, 694 sq. 
Syracuse, 176 sq.; captured by the Normans, 
183; surrenders to Henry VI, 471 
Syria, see Chaps, vi, vix, to; disputed be- 
tween Byzaiitines and Fatimites, 246 sqq.; 
conquered by Seljuqs, 259 sqq. ; invaded 
by the First Crusade, 287, 289 sqq.; see 
also Jerusalem , kingdom of 
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Tadeaster, 499 

Taj-ad-Daulah Tutush, see Tutush 
Talant, military importance of, 644 ; 630 
Talvas, William, of Belleme, 541; rebels 
against Stephen, 543 

Tamim, Zairid emir of Africa, 177, 189, 
226 

Tanchelin, heresy of, 680 
Tancred, King of Sicily, count of Lecce, 
462 ; commands fleet of William II of 
Sicily, 199; chosen King, 201, 461 sq. ; 
relations with Richard I, 201, 462, 468; 
his war with Henry VI, 201 sq., 462 sqq., 
469 sq. ; concordat of Gravina, 202, 464 sq., 
467 ; relations with Byzantium, 202, 470 ; 
dies, 202 , 470 

Tancred, prince of Antioch, nephew of 
Bohemond, joins First Crusade, 274; at 
Dorylaeuin, 286 ; his rivalry with Baldwin 
in Cilicia, 287 sqq. ; at siege of Antioch, 
291 sq.; marches on Jerusalem, 295; his 
rule in Antioch, 301, 304 
Tancred de Hauteville, his family, 170 
Tancred, son of Tancred de Hauteville, 
170 

Tancred of Conversano, rebels against 
Roger H, 186 

Tancred, canonist, and the Ordo ludiciarius, 
743 

Tannenberg, defeat of Teutonic Knights at, 

Taranto, 173, 175 sq., 192, 203, 464, 471 
Taratus, on Syrian coast, 252, 263 
Taroiiea, abbey, 683 

Tarsus, captured by Byzantines, 246; sur- 
renders to crusaders, 288 ; in principality 
of Antioch, 301 

Tart, first Cistercian nunnery, 681 
Tartars, appear in Syria, 317; defeated by 
Qutuz, ib.', missionary effort among, 325 
Taxation, papal, xsq.; ecclesiastical, 323 sq.; 
in Germany under Henry IV, 122 sq. ; in 
England, 514, 519, 523, 533 sq., 538 sq., 
553, 582 sq., 585, 590; in Sicily, 206 
Tedald, father of Boniface of Tuscany, 23 
Tedald, appointed archbishop of Milan by 
Henry IV, 65, 134; Gregory VII and, 65 
Tees, river, 519 
Telham, 501 
Tell-as-sultan, see Fasdiq 
Tempier, Etienne, and Aquinas, 823 
Templars, see Knights Templars 
Terraeina, U rban II elected at, 87 
Terra di Lavoro,- the, 195 
Teutonic Knights, Order of, 306, 331 sqq., 
683 

Thames, river, 501, 507, 545, 551 sq. 
Thebes, sacked by Roger II, 376 
Theobald (IV), King of Navarre, count of 
Champagne, leads a crusade in 1238, 315 
sq.; his charters to Troyes and Brovins, 
639 

Theobald IV (II), count of Blois, Chartres, 
and (1125) Champagne (Troyes), wars 
with Louis VI and Hugh de Puiset, 594, 


597, 602 sq.; succeeds to Champagne, 604; 
the English succession and, 540 sqq. ; 
quarrels with Louis VII, 605 sqq. 
Theobald V, count of Blois, allies with 
Henry H, 612; 614, 622 
Theobald, duke of Spoleto, 5 
Theobald, archbishop of Canterbury, 545; 
re-crowns Stephen, 548; becomes his 
enemy, 550 ; flees to Normandy, 551 ; 
Henry H and, 555 ; dies, 557 
Theodora, wife of Henry Jasomirgott, 385 
Theodore, archbishop of Canterbury, his 
collection of penitentials, 710 
Theodoric, King of the Ostrogoths, his 
Edictum , 723 ; and schools of -rhetoric, 
766 

Theodoric of Santa Rufina, anti-Pope, 96 
Theodoric, cardinal-priest, excommunicates 
Henry V, 160 ; death of, ib. 

Theodoric, of Flanders, see Thierry 
Theodosian Code, 12, 701, 704, 720 sq., 730, 
741,745 

Theodosius I, Emperor, 433 
Theodosius II, Emperor, 739 
Theodulf the Visigoth, bishop of Orleans, 
and schools, 772, 774 sqq, 

Theophilus, reputed author of the Para- 
phrase of the Institutes, 717 
Theophylact, cardinal, son of Gregory of 
Tusculum, see Benedict VIH, Pope 
Theophylact, son of Alberic of Tusculum, 
see Benedict IX, Pope 
Thetford, 511, 538 

Thierry (Theodoric) of Alsace, count of 
Flanders, secures county, 599 sqq. ; 399 
note ; on crusade, 308 ; 607 
Thierry of Chartres, and logic, 808 
Thierry Galeran, minister of Louis VI, 
...622 

Thietmar, bishop of Hildesheim, 17 
Thiron, monastery of, 670, 675, 678, 683 
Thirsk castle, 568, 570 sq. 

Thomas Beeket, see Bocket 
Thomas of Bayeux, archbishop of York, 
516 '■ 

Thomas of Marie, his cruelty, 593; and 
Louis VI, 595 sq. 

Thorn, founded by Teutonic Knights, 333 
Thorold of Neufmaxchd, made a guardian 
of William I of Normandy, 492 
Thumal, brother of Nasr ibn Salih;, 258; his 
rule in Aleppo, 258 sq. 

Thuringia, title of landgrave in , 119; tithes 
in, 131 ; 128, 140 sq., 148, 158 sq.; count 
of , see Louis; landgraves of, see Herman, 
V ■■■ Louis ■■ 

Thurkil of Arden, 508 
Thurstan Goz, vieomte of the Hiesmois, 
493 

Tiber, river, 78; island in, 91, 96 ; 661 
.Tiglieto, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Tilleda, 469 

Tilli&res, siege of, by Louis VI, 603 
Timfir, his zeal for Islam, 326 
Tinchebrai, battle of, 531 sq. 
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Tinnis, in Barbary, 189; pillaged by Nor- 
mans, 200 

Tintern, Cistercian abbey, 676 
Tivoli, anti-Pope Guibert at, 79; hostility 
of Borne to, 369 ; 429 

Toledo, council of (581), 11, 769 sq.; arch- 
bishop of, made primate in Spain, 88, 90 
Tolomei, Bernardo, founder of the Order 
of Monte Oliveto, 688 
Tonbridge, 521 
Topelifle, 571 

Topoteretes, Ardoin appointed, at Melfi, 
170 

Toron, barony of the kingdom of Jerusalem, 
302 ; see also Henfrid 

Torquemada, cardinal John of, the canonist, 
743, 748 

Tortona, natural ally of Milan, 230 sq. ; 
besieged and destroyed by Frederick I, 
418; rebuilt, 422, 426 

Tostig, rises against Harold, 499 ; defeated 
and slain, ib. 

Toul, 397, 409, 468 ; monastery of St Aper 
at, 2 

Toulon, trade of, 644 

Toulouse, Louis VII and, 605, 612, 616; 
commune of, 628 sq., 631, 650; synod at, 
39 

Toulouse (St Gilles), counts of, Henry II 
and, 555sq., 562, 588, 611, 614; Louis VII 
and, 556, 605, 611 sq. ; Bichard I and, 572 ; 
count of, 614, 645; effect of Crusades 
on, 328 ; see also Alphonse-Jourdain, 
Baymond 

Touraine, 555, 612, 671 
Tours, council at (1060), 38, 46; synod at 
(1096), 95 ; province of, placed under 
primacy of Lyons, 83 ; town, 652 
Towy, river, 525, 546 

Tractatus de investitura ep iscoponm , pam- 
phlet in support of Henry V, 154 
Trani, in Apulia, 169, 180, 192 
Trapani, 176 

Trave, river, 344, 354, 465 
Treasurer, office of, under Henry II, 579 sq. 
Trecate, destroyed by Frederick I, 417 
Trematon, castle of, 530 
Trent, city, 345 ; Council of, 696 
Trent, river, 570 
Tretiga Dei, see Truce of God 
TiAves, persecution of Jews by crusaders at, 
277; dispute over see of (1188), 395; 407 
sqq., 453, 455 sq., 458 sq. ; 20, 27 
Treviso, disputes with Venice, 230; bishop 
cedes feudal rights, 232 ; 449 
Trezzo, captured by Frederick I, 427 ; re- 
captured by Milanese, 428 
Tribur, diet at (1066), 116; diet at (1076), 
decisions of, against Henry IV, 68 sq., 
136 sq. ■ 

Trieontai, victory of Henry IV over Matilda 
at, 91 
Trie, 569 

Trifels, castle of, 165, 474 note 
Trikala, Normans at, 182 


Trinitarian Order, the, 683 
Tripoli, in Barbary, captured by Normans, 
189; rebellion at. 190, 194 
Tripolis, city on Syrian coast, 248 sq., 252, 
257, 264, 295 ; captured by crusaders, 302 ; 
310, 312; taken by Qala’un, 317 sq. 
Tripolis, Frankish county of, 301 sq., 313 ; 
Assises of, 304; counts of, see Bertram, 
Bohemond IV, Pons, Baymond 
Trivium, the, 765 
Troam, monastery, 497 
Troia, Normans established at, by Boioannes, 
166; autonomy of, 216 
Troina, Normans take, 177 
Trois-Fontaines, abbey, 673 
Trosly, synod of (909), and decay of regular 
life, 4, 8 

Troyes, commune of, 628, 639 ; 557; council 
of (1107), 101; council of (1128). 682 
Troyes, county, counts of, see Henry, Hugh, 
Theobald; see also Champagne 
Truce of God , compared with the Peace of 
Weissenberg, 384; first proclaimed in 
Normandy, 493 ; 27 

Tughril Beg, Seljuq Sultan, 256; relations 
with Abbasid Caliphs, 258 sq. ; his invasion 
of Mesopotamia, 260 
Tughtigin, Turkish emir, 264 
Tuln, near Vienna, 280 
Tulunites, dynasty of emirs of Egypt, 259 
Tunis, Fatimite Caliphs in, 242 ; indepen- 
dent Aglilabite emirs in, 242 ; 247 ; Zairite 
emirs in, 258, 266 ; Norman conquests in, 
189 sq. 

Turks (Seljuqs), conquests in Syria, 260 
sqq. ; victories over Byzantines, effect of, 
in Europe, 269 sq. ; see also Chap, vm 
passim 

Tuscany, 23, 33, 76, 93, 125; importance 
of geography of the cities of, 227 sq. ; 
366 sq., 418, 442 sqq., 458, 472; dukes, 
marquesses, and countesses of, see Bea- 
trice, Boniface, Godfrey, Matilda, Philip, 
Well 

Tuscolum, city, 377, 421 ; Bainald of Basse! 
at, 440; destroyed by the Banians, 463 ; 
459 

Tuseulum; counts of, 14, 19, 35 
Tutbury, castle, 568 

Tutush, Taj-ad-Daulah, brother of Malik 
Shah, his Syrian conquests, 262 sqq.; 
death of, 264 
Tweed, river, 554 
Tyne, river, 504, 570 

Tyre, 255, 257, 262, 264; in royal domain 
of Jerusalem, 802 ; captured by Baldwin II, 
305, 329 ; held by Conrad of Montferrat, 
310; 317, 465 
Tzibikon, Normans at, 182 

‘TJbaidallah ibn Muhammad, proclaimed 
Mahdl aud first Fatimite Caliph, 244 
; TJbald, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, see Lucius 
HI, Pope 

Uberti, noble family of Florence, 226 
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Uberto, count of Bologna, relations with, the 
city, 232 

XJdalrie, abbot of Fulda, 163 
Udalric, count of Weimar, Henry V and fiefs 
of, 157 

Udine (Foroiulium), see of, 28 
Udo, archbishop of Treves, holds synod at 
Toul, 61 ; at Council of Worms, 66 
Udo, margrave of the North Mark, death of, 
142 

Ulm, Henry IY holds diet at, 140; synod at 
(1093), supports Urban II, 92, 147; siege 
and destruction of, by Henry the Proud, 
340; 136 sq., 383, 393 
Ulric, bishop of Cremona, 214 
Ulrie-Manfred II, marquess of Turin, receives 
collective oath from Ivrea, 216 sq. 

Ulrich, patriarch of Aquileia, crowns Henry 
VI King of Italy, 408, 457 
Ulrich, bishop of Basle, 17 
Ulrich, bishop of Halberstadt, deprived of 
regalia by Frederick I, 398 ; his restora- 
tion and quarrel with Henry the Lion, 
403 ; captured by Henry, 405 ; death of, 
406 

Ulrich, author of the Antiquiores Consuctu- 
dines, 663 sq. 

Ulster, 565 

Umbria, position of communes in, 228 
Umiliati, sect of, and cloth industry, 239 
Unstrut, river, battle on the (1075), 64, 133 
sq., 335 note ; 406 

Upezzinghi, become Pisan citizens, 224 
Uqhuwanah, battle at, 255 
Urban H, Pope (Otto, cardinal-bishop of 
Ostia), x; his early life, 87, 666; papal 
legate in Germany, 79, 87, 142 sq.; elected 
Pope, 87, 145; his character and policy, 

87 sqq.; decrees against lay investiture, 

88 sq., 99; attitude towards temporal au- 
thority of Papacy, 90, 8 5 note', relations 
with Normans, 90, 105, 183sq., 193; and 
North Italy, 90 sq.; and Borne, 91; and 
Germany, 91 sq.; and simony, 92 sq.; 
decrees at council of Piacenza, 93; his 
tour through Italy and France, 93 sqq.; 
proclaims First Crusade, 94 sq., 147, 265, 
268, 272 sq.; the Carthusians and, 669 sq.; 
returns to Borne, 95; death of, 95, 149; 
96 sq., 101, 109, 145 

Urban III, Pope (Humbert, archbishop of 
Milan), accession of, 408, 453, 457 ; his 
opposition to Frederick I, 393, 408, 457 
sq., 475; death of, 409, 458 
Urban IV, Pope, and Aristotle, 818 
Urban V, Pope, 694 
Urgel, see of, 10 ; bishop of , 655 
Utrecht, feud between bishop and townsmen 
of, 384 

Uz6s, lord of, 616 

Vaearius, the jurist, 737, 757 
Vaison, council of, and schools, 769 
Valcausus, a Pavese lawyer, 733 
Yal Demone, 177 


Val-des-Ckaux, monastery, 678 
Val-des-Dunes, battle of, 493, 497 
Valdicastro, Bomuald’s hermitage at, 667 
Valencia, monastieism in, 677 
Valenciennes, gild at, 397 
Valla, Lorenzo, humanist, 741 
Valladolid, 695 
Vallee d’Aspe, commune, 655 
Vallee d’Azun, commune, 655 
Vallee d’Ossau, commune, 6-55 
Vallombrosa, monastic order of, 668 sq. 
Valognes, 493 

Valvassores minores , minor nobles in Italian 
cities, 217 sq. 

Varaville, battle of, 495 
Vauclair, monastery, 675 
Vaucouleurs, 397, 468 
Vaux, William de, 571 
Vehringen, salt tolls at, 400 
Venice, geographical position of, 208, 229; 
early institutions of, 215; her defeat of 
Slav pirates and; of Muslims, 226; her 
exports, 239; commerce of, 328; its 
development during crusades, 329; aids 
Byzantium against Normans, 182 sq.; aids 
Baldwin I, 304 sq.; urges Lothar III to 
attack Normans, 345, 366 ; Conrad III 
and, 357 ; William I of Sicily makes 
peace with, 191; encourages Lombard 
cities to revolt, 437 ; makes alliance with 
Sicily and Byzantines, 439; quarrel of, with 
Byzantines, 199; alliance of William II 
of Sicily with, 199; treaty of (1177), 395 
sq., 403, 450, 454; its results, 455; and 
the Fourth Crusade, 329 sq.; spoils of, 
from the capture of Constantinople, 330 ; 
28, 113, 409 

Vercelli, geographical position of, 229, 231 
note; council of (1050), 25, 28; treaty of 
(1194), between Henry VI and Lombard 
towns, 203, 470 ; 2 

Verdun, 2, 27, 491 ; Schevinage du palais at, 
632; commune of, 635 
Vere family, fiefs of, 511 
Vere, Aubrey de, earl of Oxford, count of 
Guisnes, 548 sq. 

Veria, Normans at, 182 
Vermandois, county of, 606 
Vemeuil, 610, 614 
Vemon, 610 

Verona, geographical position of, 208 ; and 
deposition of bishop Batherius, 214; her 
rivalries, 230; Henry IV isolated at, 91, 
146 ; hostile to Lothar HI, 364 ; takes oath 
of fealty to Frederick I, 426 ; League of, 
against Frederick I, 438, 440; Lucius III 
at, 451 ; his conference with Frederick I 
at, 453, 455 sqq.; 31, 386, 409, 458 
Vexin, French, 491, 520, 527, 602 
Vexin, Norman, 536, 539, 541, 601 sq., 611 
sq. 

Vbzelay, monastery of, 562, 608, 610, 615, 
664 ; commune of, 642 
Vihorg, victory of Waldemar at, 387 
Yieelin, his missionary work in Holstein, 
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344, 354 sq. ; made bishop of Oldenburg, 
356 ; relations with Henry the Lion, ib . ; 
399 

Vicenza, her rivalries, 230 ; joins League of 
Verona, 438 ; 2 

Vicomte , in Normandy, nature of the, 485 
Victor II, Pope (Gebhard, bishop of Eich- 
stadt), 28; papacy of, 31 sq.; character of, 
82; death of, at Arezzo, 32; 33 sq., 41, 
52, 112, 174 

Victor III, Pope (Desiderius, abbot of Monte 
Cassino), os abbot, 21, 33 sq., 36; made 
cardinal, 36; relations with Normans, 
43, 86, 175, 178 sqq.; elected Pope, 86; his 
character and rule, 86 sq.; and war against 
Muslims, 268; death of, 87; 31, 88 
Victor IV, anti-Pope (1138), 187, 368 
Victor IV, anti-Pope, see Octavian 
Vienna, 352 

Vienne, council at (1060), 38, 46; synod at, 
condemns cession of investiture by Paschal 
II, 103; council of (1311), and schools of 
oriental languages, 325 
Viennois, 617 ; see also Dauphin^ 

Villegly, village, 653 

Vincent the Spaniard, the canonist, 742 

Visigoths, laws of, 721 sq., 726 sq. 

Vital, founds congregation of Savigny, 670 
Viterbo, Eugenius III at, 377; Frederick I 
at, 419 

Vitry-sur-Marne, burned by Louis VII, 606 
Vladislav (Wladisiaw), duke of Poland, 
succeeds Boleslav IV, 351 ; expelled by his 
brother 351 , 388 ; 389 
Vladislav I, duke of Bohemia, and Henry V, 
164; death of, 336; disputes over his suc- 
cession, 336 sq. 

Vladislav II (I), duke (afterwards King) of 
Bohemia, nephew of Sobeslavof Bohemia, 
supported by Conrad HI, 352 ; his success, 
ib.; marries Gertrude, sister of Henry 
.Tasomirgott, 352; relations with Frederick 
I, 389; abdicates, ib,; 385 
Vladislav, son of Sobeslav of Bohemia, 
refused dukedom by Conrad IH, 352 
Vodeaa, Normans at, 182 
Voghera, 445 

Volkmar, leader of a baud of crusaders, 276 
Vosges, the, village communities in, 650, 
652 sq.; 671 

Vratislav II, duke (afterwards King) of 
Bohemia, 133 ; driven from Meissen, 135; 
his loyalty to Empire, 139, 113 note; 144 
Vratisiav, son of Niclot, his wars with Henry 
the Lion, 398 

Waee, rhyming! chronicler* on the Norman 
army, 498 

Wagria, county of, 344, 354 
Walcher. bishop of Cambrai, 148 
Walcher, bishop of Durham, murder of, 519 
Waldemar I, King of Denmark, son of 
Canute of Schleswig, obtains the throne, 
386 sq, ; alliance with Henry the Lion, ; 
387, 397 sq.; breach with Henry the Lion, 


406 ; helps Frederick I to capture Lubeek, 
ib . ; succeeded by Canute VI, 407 
Wales, William I and, 507, 509, 511 sq., 
524; William II and, 524 sq.; Henry II 
and, 556 sq. ; monastieism in, 077 ; see 
Deheubarth, Dyfed, Gwynedd, Powys 
Wallingford, town of, William I crosses the 
Thames at, 501; 538, 549, 551; honour 
of, 536 ; treaty of, 552 ; 554 ; council at, 
555 

Walram, count of Limburg, given duchy of 
Lower Lorraine by Lothar III, 338 ; death 
of, 350 

Walter, abbot of Battle, 577 
Walter of' Coutances, archbishop of Rouen, 
579 

Walter Espec of Malton, the justiciar, 534 
Walter Ophamil, see Ophamil, Walter 
Walter, bishop of Orleans, and schools, 777 
Walter of Ravenna, legate of Innocent II in 
Germany, 342 

Walter of St Victor, his Contra qnattuor 
labyrinthos Franciae, 804 
Walter Sansavoir, and First Crusade, 275; 
death of, 276 

Walter of Teek, a leader of German cru- 
saders, 275 ; death of, 276 
Walter Tirel , suspected of murdering William 
H, 527 

Walter, the chaplain, and Henry II, 567 
Walter, count of Mantes, 495 
Waltham, abbey, 684 

Waltheof , earl of Northmnberland, taken 
to Normandy, 503; rebels but forced to 
submit, 504; his fiefs, 511; earl of 
Northumberland, 517; executed, 518 
Walton, 569 
Wareham, 498 note 
Warenne, family of, 536 
Warenne, Hamelin, earl, supports Henry II, 
568 

Warenne, William of, fiefs of, 511 ; 522 sq. 
Warenne, William of, earl of Surrey, aids 
Robert of Normandy, 529 
Warenne, William of, earl of Surrey, accepts 
Stephen, 542 ; alienated from him, 543 
Wark, castle of, 570 

Warmstadt, Henry V defeats rebels at, 159 
Warneville, Ralf de, chancellor of Henry II, 
579 

Warwick, castle built at, 503; 538, 551, 584 
Warwick, earl of, see Beaumont 
Waterford, 565 

Waverley, Cistercian abbey, 676 sq. 

Wazo, bishop of Li5ge, 3, 20, 22 sqq. 

Weald, the, 500 

Weibling (or Ghibellirte), first use of the term 
as party-name, 349 
Weingarten, monastery, 337 
Weinsberg, captured by Conrad HI, 348 sq. 
Weissenburg, peace enacted at, for Rhenish 
Franconia, 383 
Weissensee, battle at, 40 6 
Welf, family of, their original home, 119 
note, 404; their power in Bavaria, 163; 
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feud witli Hohenstaufen, B46 sq. ; Frede- 
rick I and, 384 sqq.; Henry VI and, 461, 
465 sqq. ; 129 note, 152 sqq., 857 sq., 381; 
see also Henry the Black, Henry the Proud, 
Henry the Lion, Henry count-palatine, 
Lothar, Otto IV, 'William 
Welf III, last male of older line, 129 note, 
337 note 

Welf IV, duke of Bavaria, given duchy, 129 ; 
at battle on the Unstrut, 133 ; his change 
of attitude, 134 sq.; defeats Henry IV’s 
troops on the Neckar, 140 ; victorious at 
battle of Pleichfeld, 144; Urban II and, 
91 sq., 146; reconciled with Henry IV, 
146sqq.; death of, 154 ; 139, 145, 152sq. 
Welf V, duke of Bavaria, marries Matilda 
of Tuscany, 91 sq., 146 ; 148 ; succeeds to 
duchy, 154; neutral in revolt of Henry V, 
150; death of, 154 

Welf VI, his lands in Bavaria and Swabia, 
337; defeated by Conrad HI, 348 sq,; 
contest with Henry Jasomirgott, 350; 
takes the Cross, 353 ; his arrangement with 
Roger II against Conrad IH, 188 sq., 356 
sq.; made marquess of Tuscany and duke 
of Spoleto by Frederick I, 384; obtains 
inheritance of Matilda, 386, 428; feud with 
Hugh of Tubingen, 388; sells his lands 
to Frederick I, 402, 443 ; dies, 466 
Welf VII, of Tuscany, death of, 402, 442 
Welfesliolze, Henry V defeated at, 159 
Welland, river, 500, 507 
Welles, William, abbot of St Mary’s, York, 
690 

Wells, communal chapter at, 678 
Wends, expeditions of Lothar III against, 
164, 334, 343 sq. ; rebellion of, 854; cru- 
sade against, 355 sq.; its failure, ib.; at- 
tempts to convert, 333 ; subdued by Henry 
the Lion , 397 sq. ; progress of Christianity 
among, 398 sq. ; peaceful state of, under 
Henry the Lion, 399 ; 386 sq., 406 
Werla, Frederick I holds diet at, 406; 398 
Werner (Wezil), archbishop of Mayence, ap- 
pointed by Henry IV, 142 ; his ordinations 
invalid, 92; 148 

Werner, archbishop of Magdeburg, revolts 
against Henry IV, 129 sqq.; 62, 115 note 
Werner, marquess of Ancona, revolts against 
Paschal II, 96 
Weser, river, 405 

Wessex, kingdom of, 481 sqq. ; Eastern, 501; 

Western, 502 sq., 507 ; house of, 671 
Westminster, abbey of, Harold crowned at, 
481; William I crowned at, 502 ; 509 , 521, 
528; Stephen crowned at, 542 ; 546 ; 
Henry II crowned at, 553, 610; 684, 690 
sq.; council at, 538, 573 note] Court of 
Justice at, 575; exchequer at, 585 
Westmorland, conquered by William H, 
524; 566 , , a 

Westphalia, granted to archbishop Philip of 
Cologne, 405, 408; 159, 354, 399, 403, 
406 

Westwood, nunnery, 671 


Wettins, the, family, 334 
Wexford, 565 

Wezil, see Werner of Mayence 
Whatlington, 500 
Wherwell, 547 
Whitby, nunnery, 671 
Whithorn, Premonstratensian chapter, 681 
Whitland, Cistercian abbey, 677 
Wibald, abbot of Stablo, made governor of 
Germany in Conrad Ill’s absence, 353 ; on 
Conrad HI, 358; his embassy to Italy, 
379 sq.; letter of Eugenius III to, 414; 
on Frederick I, 882 sq.; letter of Frede- 
rick to, 388 

Wibert of Toul, his life of Leo IX, 27 
Wiehmann, archbishop of Magdeburg, bishop 
of Zeitz, appointed by Frederick to Magde- 
burg, 392, 414; his embassy to Alexander 
III, 395; his hostility to Henry the Lion, 
401, 403 ; death of, 465 sq. 

Widerich, abbot of St Evre, 24 
Widger, archbishop of Ravenna, tried by 
Henry III, 20 

Wieselburg (Meseburg), crusaders at, 276 
Wight, Isle of, 508 
Wigmore, castle at, 537, 559 
William I, the Conqueror, King of England, 
duke of Normandy, Chap, xv ; a menace 
to Harold, 482 sq.; his minority, 492 sq. ; 
defeats rebels at Val-des-Dunes, 493; 
marries Matilda, 494 ; relations with Leo 
IX, ib.; visits to Edward the Confessor, 
494; acquires the county of Maine, 495 ; 
his strong position in 1065 , 496 ; reconciled 
with Nicholas II, ib.; his control over the 
Church in Normandy, ib.; prepares to 
invade England, 497 sqq. ; strength of his 
army, 498; lands at Pevensey, 500; defeats 
Harold near Hastings, 500 sq.; and marches 
on London, 501 sq.; crowned, 502; com- 
pletes conquest, 502 sqq. ; devastates York- 
shire, 504; his re-allotment of the land, 
505 sqq.; causes ‘ ‘Domesday Book” to be 
prepared, 505 sqq.; the rental of England 
in 1086, 506 sqq. ; his crown lands, 508; 
revenue allotted to the clergy, 509 sq.; 
allotment of lay fiefs, 510 sqq. ; their 
tenure, 511 sq.; the peasantry, 512 sq.; 
his reconstruction of English society, xv, 
514; the Curia Regis, 515; his church 
reforms, 46, 84, 515 sq.; Gregory VII and, 
58, 63, 83 sq., 516; wars in Maine, 517 sq. ; 
invades Scotland, 517; family quarrels, 
518 sq.; the oath of Salisbury, 520; his 
death, ib. ; 21 

William II Rufus, King of England, Chap, 
xvi ; coronation, 521; suppresses revolts 
of Odo of Bayeux and others, 521 sqq.; 
makes Ranulf Flambavd Iris chief adviser, 
522; his invasion of Normandy, 523; 
relations with Scotland, 524 ; and Wales, 
524 sq.; and Urban H, 89 sq,, 526; and 
Anselm, 525 sq.; obtains Normandy, 626 
sq.; his opinion of Paschal II, 97; his 
death, 527; 274, 6 66 
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William, King of Scots, makes war on 
Henry II, 567, 570 ; captured, and becomes 
Henry’s vassal, 571 

William I, King of Sicily, bis early difficulties, 
191 ; bis victory, 192 ; treaty of Benevento 
with Hadrian IV, 193, 416 sq. , 423 sq. ; 
expedition against Byzantines, 193 sq.; 
makespeace with Byzantines, 194; alliance 
with Papacy against German Emperor, ib.; 
his influence at Borne, if).; loses African 
possessions, 194 sq. ; suppresses revolt of 
nobles in 1160, 195; reinstates Alexander 
III in Rome, 196; death of, id., 439; 
character of his reign, 196 

William II, King of Sicily, minority of, 
197, 439; policy of, 197 sq.; relations with 
Papacy, Empire, and Byzantium, 198 sq.; 
his attack on Byzantium, 199 sq.; his 
Moorish policy, 199 sq.; and the Third 
Crusade, 290 ; relations with Henry II of 
England, 198; marries Joan, Henry’s 
daughter, id., 456; 457 note; death and 
character of, 200, 460 ; 461 

William III, King of Sicily, 202, 470; cap- 
tured and deposed by Henry VI, 203, 471 ; 
his fate, ib. 

William I Longsword, duke of Normandy, 
483 

William, duke of Apulia, his rule, 185 

William the Pious, duke of Aquitaine, 659 ; 
founds monastery at Cluny, 661 

William X, duke of Aquitaine, father of 
Eleanor, 604 

William , count of Burgundy(Pranche Comtd), 
murder of, 337 

William, count of Mdcon, claims county of 
Burgundy, 389 

William VI, count of Auvergne, andLouis VI, 
S98 

William Clito, count of Flanders, son of 
Robert Curthose, 338, 531, 536; given 
Flanders by Louis VI, 599; his failure 
and death, 539, 600 sq. 

William Aetheling, son of Henry I, 604 

William, son of Henry II, 5 55 

William of Moerbeke, archbishop of Corinth, 
his translations of Aristotle, 331, 812 sqq., 
820 

William of St Carilef, bishop of Durham, 
rebels against William II, 521 sq. 

William, archbishop of Tyre, chronicler, his 
value, 313, 332 ; on Knights Templars, 
306; on treaty between Zahir and Con- 
stantine VHI, 256 note; on Baldwin I, 
304 

William of Volpiano, St, abbot of St B^nigne 
at Dijon, monastic reformer, 2, 10, 24; 
and the Norman monasteries, 484, 663; 
and schools, 779 

William, abbot of Hirschau, and monastic 
reform in Germany, 142 sq., 663; his 
hostility to Henry .IV, 139, 142 ; death of, 
92, 147 

William of Vereelli, general of Order of 
Pulsano, 688 


William of Aumale, earl of York, 546; sur- 
renders Scarborough to Henry II, 555 
William Fitz Osbern, see Fitz Osbern, 
William 

William, oarl of Gloucester, supports Henry 
II, 568 sq. 

William of Roumare, earl of Lincoln, 
governs Normandy for Stephen, 544; 
created earl, 546; rebels, if). 

William Longespee , earl of Salisbury, in first 
crusade of Louis IX, 316 
William (of Blois), son of King Stephen, 
earl of Surrey, count of Boulogne, 552, 555 
William, son of Henry the Lion, 469 
William of Ypres, Flemish knight, and 
Stephen, 543, 548; and Flanders, 599 
William, brother of Malger, 492; made count 
of Arques, 493; exiled by William I, 494 
William, count of Mortain, and William I, 
494 

William of Breteuil, supports Robert of 
Normandy, 523 

William Busae of Eu, and William the 
Conqueror, 494 
William of Chaumont, 603 
William of Eu, rebels against William II, 
523 

William of Eynsford, and Becket, 558 
William of Melun, a leader of crusaders, 
277 

William of Montreuil, aids Alexander II 
against Richard of Capua, 178 
William de Pontde P Arche, favours Stephen, 
542 

William Talvas, see Talvas, William 
William, brother of Richard of Aversa, 
appointed count of the Prineipato, 173 ; 
alliance with Roger, ib. 

William of the Iron Arm, son of Tancred 
de Hauteville, 170; goes to Aversa, ib.; 
revolts against Byzantines, 171 ; death of, 
172 

William of Auxerre, his attempt to expurgate 
Aristotle, 818 

William of Champeaux, and Abelard, 798 
William of Conches, teaches Henry II, 551 ; 
and Platonism, 809 

William of Drogheda, his Sianma Aurea, 757 
William of Lyndwood, English canonist, 
757 

William of Malmesbury, chronicler, 498 
note 

William of Newburgh, chronicler, 584 
William of Poitiers, chronicler, 499 note 
William of Rubruquis, sent as missionary to 
the Great Khan, 325; his story of his 
adventures, 327 

Willibert, archbishop of Cologne, 13 
Willigis, archbishop of Mayenee, consecrates 
St Adalbert, 4 

Wilton, merchant gild formed at, 538 
Wiltshire, 545 sq., 549, 552, 580, 582 
Winehcombe, 538 
Winehelsea, 499 

Winchester, 501; book of, see Domesday; 
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see of, 509, 511, 521; Rufus buried at, 
527; 528, 537, 541; castle of, 542; 546 
sqq.; assembly at, 552; synods at, 46, 
84; hospital of St Cross at, 553; council 
at, 555 ; 576 ; earl of, 314 
Windesheim,_ Congregation of, 694 
Windsor, Assize of, see Assize 
Winemar of Boulogne, leader of Flemish 
fleet in First Crusade, 288 
Wiprecht, count of Groitsch, revolts against 
Henry IV, 159 ; appointed margrave of the 
East Mark, 164 

Witan, Witenagemot, the, 7, 514 
Wittelsbachs, the, family, 334; see Otto 
Wolfratshausen, castle of, 340 
Woodstock, council of (1163), 558 
Worcester, see of, 511; town of, 582 
Worcestershire, 518, 549, 580, 671 
Worms, visited by Leo IX, 28; charter given 
to, by Henry IV, 119 sq., 132 ; its support 
of Henry IV, 132; council of (1076), 62, 
66 sq., 73, 135, 138; diet at (1098), 148; 
charter given to, by Henry V, 157; per- 
secution of Jews by crusaders at, 277; 
abortive negotiations between Conrad III 
and Henry the Proud at, 347 ; 23. 68, 115, 
135, 151, 159, 162, 348, 385, 387, 404, 
409, 466, 468 

Worms, Concordat of, 107 sqq., 154, 162 
sqq., 341 sqq., 360, 365, 392 sqq., 414 
Wulfhild, daughter of duke Magnus, marries 
Henry the Black, 152 sqq. ; , mother of 
Henry the Proud, 337 
Wurms, Nikolaus, German lawyer, 754 
Wurzburg, expulsion of bishop Adalbero 
from, 120; captured by Welf IV, 144; 
diet of (1121), restores peace in Germany, 
107, 162 sqq. ; synod at, decides for Inno- 
cent II, 342 ; marriage of Frederick I and 
Beatrix at, 390; trial of Henry the Lion 
at, 405 ; diet at (1176), 474 sqq. ; bishops 
of, their ducal rights in Franconia, 118, 
160; 140, 150, 161, 338, 346, 349, 384, 
389,394,397,467 
Wye, river, 525 
Wysoka, battle at, 352 


Xanten, 680 

Xerigordon, castle, captured by German 
crusaders, 276 

Xiphilin, John, Eastern jurist, 719 

YaghI Bassan, Turkish governor of Antioch, 
264,290 

Yahya, historian, on treaty between Greeks 
and Fatimites, 252 note, 257 note', chro- 
nology of, 255, 257 note 
Yarmouth, 481, 538, 578 
Yolande, daughter of John de Brienne,, 
marries Frederick II, 314 ; death of, 315 ; 
316 

York, 499; castle built at, 503; 504, 511; 
merchant gild formed at, 538 ; see of, 516, 
550 ; claims of Canterbury to primacy 
over, 83, 106, 516; church of St Peter at, 
544; 555, 562; earldom of, created by 
Stephen, 546; earl of, see William 
Yorkshire, 503 sq.; harrying of, 504, 507, 
544, 568, 578 ; sheriff of, 571 ; 681 sq. 

Zlahlr, Fatimite Caliph, 255 sqq.; treaty with 
Constantine VIII, 256 
Zabringen, family of, influence opposed to 
Hohenstaufen, 163 ; Conrad III and, 357 ; 
Frederick I and, 384, 390; 388 sq., 469; 
see also Berthold, Conrad 
Zandiq, Turkish leader, 261 ; devastates 
Muslim Syria, 261; 262 
Zangl, ‘Imad-ad-Din, emir of Mosul, 264 ; 
reunites Musulmans against Christians, 
306 sq.; captures Edessa, 307, 373 ; death 
of, 307 

Zealand, Eric of Denmark takes refuge in, 
344; given to Canute, 386 
Zeno of Citium, 781 

Zonaras, John, commentator on Greek canon 
law, 708, 720 

Zosimus, Pope, and child lectors, 768 
Zurich, enfeoffed to Berthold II of Zahrin- 
gen, 148 

Zwifalten, monastery of, attacked by Henry 
the Proud, 338 
Zwolle, 694 
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